Consumer Satisfaction And Loyalty In Hotel Industry: An Empirical Assessement by Ajnum, Ara (Scholar) & Bhat, Mushtaq Ahmad (Guide)
CONSUMER SATISFACTION AND LOYALTY IN 
HOTEL INDUSTRY: AN EMPIRICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
 
Thesis Submitted to the University of Kashmir for the Award of the Degree of 
Master of Philosophy (M.Phil) in Commerce 
 
By 
 
Anjum Ara 
Under the Supervision of 
Dr. Mushtaq Ahmad Bhat 
(Associate Professor) 
 
 
 
 
Department of Business and Financial Studies 
Faculty of Commerce and Management Studies 
University of Kashmir, Hazratbal, Srinagar-190006 
(NAAC ACCREDITED GEADE „A‟) 
March, 2013 
Postgraduate Department of Business and Financial        
                           Studies University of Kashmir, Srinagar 
                                                                               
                                                                              No: __________________ 
                                                                                         Dated: ________________ 
 
Certificate 
This is to certify that the M.Phil thesis entitled “CONSUMER 
SATISFACTION AND LOYALTY IN HOTEL INDUSTRY: AN EMPIRICAL 
ASSESSEMENT” submitted to the Department of Business & Financial Studies is 
the original work carried out in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the award 
of the Degree of Master of Philosophy (M.Phil) in Commerce. 
It is further certified that this work is being submitted for the first time to the 
University of Kashmir for evaluation and that it has not previously been submitted 
for the award of any degree, diploma, fellowship or associateship. The candidate 
has fulfilled all the statutory requirements for the submission of the thesis. 
                               
Anjum Ara 
                                                                                                                            (Research Scholar) 
Dr. Mushtaq Ahmad Bhat 
(Associate Professor) 
Supervisor 
Prof.  Mohi-Ud-Din Sangmi 
Head, Department of Business and Financial Studies, 
University of Kashmir, Srinagar. 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 In completion of this research, I feel fortunate enough to have guidance, support, comments 
and cooperation‟s from various quarters and it is now my proud privilege to acknowledge with 
gratitude to all of them. 
At the outset, I do not find sufficient words to express my indebtedness to “Almighty Allah” 
who has cherished my heart and soul and has bestowed his mercy upon me by providing 
favorable conditions and congenial environment for completing this research. His mercy was 
sustaining force in my endeavor, with these words, I bow before Him and express my heart. 
 I feel great pleasure in expressing my profound sense of gratitude to my respected and 
learned supervisor Dr. Mushtaq Ahmad Bhat, Associate Professor, Department of Business and 
Financial Studies, University of Kashmir, for his able guidance and supervision. In spite of his 
busy schedule, he took keen interest in the completion of this work. Without his encouragement, 
inspiration, healthy suggestions and constructive criticism, this project would have hardly been 
completed. He and all the members of his family always treated me as a part of their family. I 
once again wish to acknowledge my gratitude to all of them for their support and blessings in 
completing this research. 
 I acknowledge my heartfelt thanks to Prof, Mohi-Ud-Din Sangmi, Head, Department of 
Business and Financial studies, University of Kashmir, who always encouraged me during the 
course of study. 
 I also acknowledge my heartfelt thanks to Dr. Tariq Rashid Jan, Department of Statistics, 
University of Kashmir, for his unqualified help for the data analysis. I am grateful to him for his 
personal interest and help in the form of fruitful discussions and scholarly criticisms as for as the 
application of statistical tools are concerned. 
 I am deeply thankful to all the faculty members of Department of Business and Financial 
Studies, University of Kashmir for their support. I also owe my thanks to the librarians, in 
providing the required literature in time all the office staff of the Department, for their 
cooperative attitude.   
 I acknowledge my indebtness to all those tourists and hotels officials whom I approached 
during my field survey for their whole hearted and active cooperation, without which it could not 
have been possible to complete the survey, which forms the basis of the present work. I also owe 
my thanks to the Jammu and Kashmir Tourists‟ Development Cooperation and management of 
the hotels, under study, for their support and cooperation.  
 I am also thankful to my friends and relatives for their moral support and encouragement. 
 Special thanks to my parents and brothers, especially Jamsheed zargar, whose affection, 
encouragement, support and criticism as well, made possible what appeared impossible initially. 
They were every time ready to help and provided every facility they possibly could. 
  
Anjum Ara 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contents 
                                    Certificate 
                                    Acknowledgements 
                                    List of Tables and Figures 
 
Chapter   I                Introduction                                                                                  Page No 
                                  1.1   Introduction  
                                  1.2   Tourism and Hospitality Industry in India 
                                  1.3   Tourism and Hospitality industry in Kashmir  
                                  1.4   Need for the study 
                                  1.5   Objective of the Study 
                                  1.6   Hypothesis  
                                  1.7   Organization of the Study 
 
Chapter   II              Review of Literature             
                                  2.1   Hotel industry 
                                  2.2   Service quality- conceptualization 
                                  2.3   Customer Satisfaction 
                                  2.4   Customer Loyalty 
                                  2.5   Service Quality and Customer satisfaction  
                                  2.6   Customer Satisfaction and customer Loyalty 
                                  2.7   Research Gaps and Agenda for Future Research 
 
Chapter   III             Research Methodology and Design 
                                  3.1    Measurement of Consumer Satisfaction 
                                  3.2    Research Instrument  
                                  3.3    Universe of the Study 
                                  3.4    Sample design and Procedure 
                                  3.5    Sample Profile 
                                  3.6    Data Collection 
                                  3.7    Statistical Tools 
                                  3.8    Limitations of the Study 
 
Chapter   IV          Consumer Satisfaction in Hotels and House-Boats:                   
                               A Comparative Analysis 
                               4.1    Introduction 
                              4.2.1  Over-all Consumer Satisfaction in Hotels and House-Boats 
                              4.2.2  Dimension-Wise Consumer Satisfaction in Hotels and House-Boats  
                              4.3.1  Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty in Hotels  
                              4.3.2  Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty in House-Boats 
                              4.4     Consumer Satisfaction Variation across Demographic Variables 
 
Chapter   V           Variances in satisfaction levels: A Comparative Analysis 
                               5.1    Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels and House-Boats  
                             5.2.1   Over-all Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels 
                             5.2.2   Dimension wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels  
                             5.2.3   Element wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels  
                             5.3.1   Over-all Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats 
                             5.3.2   Dimension wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats 
                             5.3.3   Element wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boat 
 
Chapter   VI       CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 
                            6.1    Introduction 
                            6.2    Conclusions 
                            6.3    Suggestion 
 
                            Reverences 
                            Annexure  
             
 
                  
 
 
 
 
List of Tables 
Table     Title                                                                                                                    Page No  
1.1        Regional Trends in International Tourists Arrivals                                                02 
1.2        Foreign Tourist Arrivals and Foreign Exchange Earnings from Tourism         
             In India, 2000-2012                                                                                                 03 
1.3        Total Number of Hotels and House-Boats in Srinagar 
3.1        Factor Profile of Tourists Staying in Hotels 
3.2        Summary of Results from Scale Purification, Mean, Standard Deviation,  
             Factor Loading and Variance Explained and Cronbach Alpha Value for Consumer     
             Satisfaction 
3.3        Summary of Results from Scale Purification, Mean, Standard Deviation,  
             Factor Loading and Variance Explained and Cronbach Alpha Value for 
             Consumer Loyalty Construct 
3.4        Bed Strength of Hotels and House-Boats in the Sample Organizations 
3.5        Demographic Profile of Hotels and House-Boats 
4.1        Over-All Comparative Consumer Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and  
             House-Boats Averaged on all Dimensions 
4.2        Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Tangibility 
4.3        Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Reliability 
4.4        Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Responsiveness 
4.5        Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Assurance 
4.6        Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Empathy  
4.7        Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty Scores in Hotels 
4.8        Regression Results of Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty in Hotels 
4.9        Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty Scores in House-Boats 
4.10      Regression Results of Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty in House-Boats 
4.11      Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Different Age Groups 
4.12      Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Gender Groups 
4.13      Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Education Group 
4.14      Comparative Satisfaction Scores and Length of Stay 
4.15      Comparative Satisfaction Scores and Nationality 
4.16      Comparative Satisfaction Scores and Purpose of Visits 
4.17      Consumer Satisfaction Scores of Different Categories of Hotel and House-Boats 
4.18      Consumer Satisfaction Scores and Number of Visits to Valley 
5.1        Over-All Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels 
5.2        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels: Dimension-Wise 
5.3        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Tangibility 
5.4        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Reliability 
5.5        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Responsiveness 
5.6        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Assurance 
5.7        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Empathy 
5.8        Over-All Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats 
5.9        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats: Dimension-Wise 
5.10      Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats on Tangibility 
5.11      Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats on Reliability 
5.12      Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats on Responsiveness 
5.13      Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats on Assurance 
5.14      Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats on Empathy 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                              Figures 
Figure No            TITLE                                                                                                  Page No 
1.1                        International Tourist Arrivals and Receipts, 1990-2010                              01  
4.1                        Graphical Representation, for the Regression Results of Consumer  
                             Satisfaction and Loyalty in Hotels 
4.2                        Graphical Representation, for the Regression Results of Consumer  
                             Satisfaction and Loyalty in House-Boats 
 
 
 
 
 
Chapter I 
                         INTRODUCTION 
 
 
1.1  Introduction  
1.2  Tourism and Hospitality Industry in India 
1.3  Tourism and Hospitality industry in Kashmir  
1.4   Need for the study 
1.5   Objective of the Study 
1.6   Hypothesis  
1.7   Organization of the Study 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.1      Introduction 
The travel, tourism and hospitality industry has evolved to become one of the largest and 
most dynamic industries of the global economy. Since 1950, the phenomenon of tourism has 
been remarkable in terms of growth, spread and diversification. The international tourist arrivals 
since then have grown from mere 25 million to reach 940 million in 2010. The fast growth and 
spread not only resulted the globalization of people‟s movements as never before but also 
contributed in creating a vibrant industry and opportunities for millions of people.   
Figure 1.1             International Tourist Arrivals and Receipts, 1990-2010 
 
(Source: UNWTO) 
During 1990-2010, international tourist arrivals grew from 435 million to 940 million, 
recording an average annual growth of 5.8%. During this period, the International receipts also 
recorded considerable growth from US$ 262 billion to US$ 919 billion and its average growth 
has been more than double to that of the arrivals at about 12.54%. Regionally, international 
arrivals can be seen growing faster in emerging economies at a rate of about 7% compared to the 
world average of 4.45% during 2005-2010 ( See Table-1.0).  
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Table – 1.1:      Regional Trends in International Tourist Arrivals 
(Source: UNWTO Barometer) 
A WTTC (World Travel and Tourism Council) study has estimated that the contribution 
of travel and tourism to the world GDP in 2010 was to the tune of 9%, whereas, its total 
employment effect was more than  235 million jobs, representing 8% of global employment.  
Further, the employment effect of international tourism appears to be optimistic in the medium to 
long-term. According to the UNWTO (United Nations World Tourism Organization) forecasts, 
the sector is expected to provide nearly 296 million jobs by 2019 given that there would be 
sustained growth of global tourist arrivals and the major economies maintain its momentum. 
Tourism has been seen as the driving force for regional development. Successful tourism 
can increase destination‟s tourist receipts, income, employment and government revenues (Chen 
and Tsai, 2007). Foreign exchange earnings in this industry has a high added value for national 
economy of any country, that is why many countries consider this growing industry as the main 
source of income, an opportunity for employment, private sector growth and economic 
infrastructure strengthening (Haghkhah et. al., 2011).  In India, the tourism industry is substantial 
and vibrant, and the country is fast becoming a major global destination. According to World 
Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC), the total contribution of travel and tourism to India‟s GDP 
for 2011 is estimated to be about 4.5%. As regards to employment generation in 2011, the 
sectors‟ total contribution worked out to be 7.5% in the country‟s total employment. Tourism is 
one of the largest net earners of foreign exchange for the country, recording earnings of Rs 
64889 Crores in 2010, a growth of 18.1% over 2009, (Ministry of Tourism, and Government of 
India 2011). The Foreign Tourist Arrival (FTA) has increased from 2.65 million in 2000 to 5.58 
million in 2010. Foreign Tourist Arrival (FTA) registered a growth of 8.1% in 2010 over 2009.  
International Tourist Arrivals (Million) 
Market Share 
(%) 
  Average    
Annual    
Growth (%) 
Region/ Year 2005 2008 2009 2010 2010 „05‟- „10‟ 
World 798 917 882 940 100 4.45 
Advanced Economies 753 495 474 498 53 2.48 
Emerging Economies 345 421 408 442 47 7.0 
In 2012 during Jan-Oct FTA grew 5.49% as against the 10.04% growth during the same period 
in 2011. The cumulative number of FTA from Jan-Oct 2012 stood at 5.2 million as against 4.90 
million during the same period in 2011. Though FTA is slightly down during Jan-Oct 2012, 
Foreign Exchange Earnings (FEE) has shown an increase of 22.02% compared with 18.40% 
during the same period in 2011. India‟s share in world tourism receipts has increased from 
1.16% in 2006 to 1.54% in 2010. India‟s ranking in world tourism receipts has improved from 
22nd position in 2006 to 16th in 2010. 
Table 1.2:     Foreign Tourist Arrivals (FTAs) and Foreign Exchange Earnings (FEE) from 
Tourism in India, 2000- 2012 
Year 
FTAs(in 
Millions) 
Percentage(%) change 
over the previous year 
FEE from Tourism in 
India (in US$ million) 
Percentage(%) change 
over the previous year 
2000 2.65 6.7 3460 15.0 
2001 2.54 -4.2 3198 -7.6 
2002 2.38 -6.0 3103 -3.0 
2003 2.73 14.3 4463 43.8 
2004 3.46 26.8 6170 38.2 
2005 3.92 13.3 7493 21.4 
2006 4.45 13.5 8634 15.2 
2007 5.08 14.3 10729 24.3 
2008 5.28 4.0 11832 10.3 
2009 5.17 -2.2 11394 -3.7 
2010 5.58 8.1 14193 24.6 
2011 4.90 9.1 12118 18.40 
2012 5.20 10.4 14012 22.92 
(Source: Incredible India, 2012) 
                Tourism in India is the largest service and one of the most profitable industries in the 
country. The tourism industry provides various types of services – Accommodation services, 
Hotel and Railway Booking, Restaurant services, Hospitality, Guide service, Recreational 
services, Communication and Transportation. To manage all aspects of tourism implies retaining 
customers by providing appropriate services to them in time. Therefore, it becomes necessary to 
enhance the service efficiency of tourism industry.  
Further, in the context of the services, tourism and hospitality services fall into the same 
group. However, there are many differences between marketing a hotel and marketing banking 
products such as a personal loan. Tourism and hospitality share many important service delivery 
characteristics which have an impact on the ways in which they are marketed to potential 
consumers. Hotel industry is the key element in the tourism product and an essential component 
of tourism. Services offering from hospitality industry are necessities because of change in 
lifestyle. Therefore, to fulfill the demands of growing market, the hospitality market tried to 
grow and compete with others in market place by meeting consumers needs. Hotel Industry is 
one of the most substantial factors for Tourism Industry. It could provide the necessary 
substructures for Tourism. Therefore, the growth in tourism industry depends on growth in hotel 
industry. The World Tourism Organization‟s definition of a tourist presupposes that the tourist 
must spend at least one night in the destination visited. This definition indicates a central role 
that accommodation service providers play in tourism. Tourist accommodation, which caters to 
both domestic and international tourists, is an important input which flows into the overall tourist 
system. It forms an important feature of the total tourist image of the country. A country which 
provides adequate accommodation facilities suitably tailored to the requirements of the tourist 
markets fulfils one of the basic conditions of tourism development. Tourism is to a great extent 
dependent on the range and type of accommodation available at the destination. Accommodation 
is a core area of the tourist industry and plays a distinctive role in the development of this ever 
expanding industry. The United Nations Conference on international Travel and Tourism held in 
Rome in 1963 considered, in particular, issues relating to means of accommodation. The 
conference acknowledged, the importance of means of accommodation, both traditional (hotels, 
motels) and supplementary (camps, hostels, etc.) as incentive to international tourism. Many 
countries have recognized the importance of accommodation industry in relation to tourism and 
their governments have coordinated their activities with the industry by providing big incentive 
and concessions to hoteliers, which have resulted in the building up of a large number of hotels 
and other type of accommodations. 
The hotel industry, in particular, and all businesses whose service depend on building 
long term relationship need to concentrate on maintaining customer‟s loyalty. In this respect, 
loyalty is greatly influenced by service quality. As such, hotels often invest in managing their 
relationships with customers and maintaining quality to ensure that customers whose loyalty is in 
the short term will continue to be loyal in the long term. Together with customer‟s loyalty, 
quality is an equally important factor and may lead to the success of the hotel business. It has 
been discovered that leading service organizations endeavour to sustain a superior quality of 
service over their competitors in an effort to acquire and retain customer loyalty (Zeithaml and 
Berry, 1996). 
Maintaining customer loyalty is one of the essential elements determining a company‟s 
success or failure (Philips, et. al., 1983; Zeithaml, et. al., 1985). Hence, companies strive to build 
good relationships with their customers. In addition, providing superior quality service is a 
critical factor in improving profitability (Reichheld and Sesser, 1993; Ghobadian, et. al., 1994). 
On the contrary, poor service quality is one of the main reasons why customers switch to 
competitors (Philips and Hazlet, 1997). Therefore, long-term success of a service company is 
essentially determined by its ability to acquire and maintain a large and loyal customer base 
(Wong and Shoal, 2003). Developing and maintaining customer loyalty or creating long-term 
relationship with customers is the key to survival and growth of service firms (Duff, 1998; 
Kandampully, 1988; Reichheld, 1996). The Relationship between consumer loyalty and 
consumer satisfaction has been widely investigated (Oliver, 1980; Bearden and Teel, 1983; 
Zeithaml, et, al., 1996) and many found strong positive relationship between the two (Anderson 
and Sullivan, 1993; Boulding, et. al., 1993). 
In the highly competitive hotel industry, service becomes one of the most important 
elements for gaining a sustainable competitive advantage in the marketplace. Consequently, the 
efforts of service managers and academic researchers are directed towards understanding      
customer‟s needs and how to delight them by exceeding their expectations. 
                                         
 
 
1.2     Tourism and Hospitality Industry in India 
 The hotel industry is the oldest commercial industry of the world and is a fast growing 
industry with a lot of career opportunities. The establishment of money during the sixth century 
B.C. provided opportunity for trade and travel. Thus the origin of hotel can be traced back to the 
sixth century B.C. which was in the form of “Inns” which were the first type of hotels to cater to 
the lodging requirements of the travelers. The beginning of industrial revolution in Europe 
introduced the new idea in the business of inn-keeping as travelling become more frequent after 
the development of other means of transportation such as the railways and ships. In England, in 
earlier days, public houses called “Inns” were constructed for the noble and elite class of the 
guests. At the same time low and mid-budget properties called “Taverns” were also constructed 
for catering to the needs of the common people. Similarly, other native form of hostelry also 
became popular in other parts of the world such as “Riokan” in Japan, “Paradors” in Spain and 
“Pousadas” in Portugal. But England was the first country to use the term “Hotel” to these 
commercial lodging established. In the year 1760 A.D. U.S.A was the first country where the 
real growth of hotels took place when the first building for hotel purpose was built in the year 
1794 called the “City Hotel” in New “York. This was followed by an era of competition in the 
field of hotel industry. 
 The hospitality industry of India is also one of the fastest growing industries of the Indian 
economy contributing significantly to the country‟s gross domestic product (GDP), and foreign 
exchange earnings (FEE). It is also linked with other industries such as transportation, food & 
beverages, handicrafts and infrastructure which further aids to the growth and the development 
of the country. Thus, the industry has been a cause as well as beneficiary of the overall economic 
development of India, due to its foreword as well as backward linkages. It has evolved into an 
industry that is sensitive to the needs and desires of people. Fortune of the hospitality industry 
has always been linked to the prospects of the tourism industry and tourism is the foremost 
demand driver of the hospitality sector. Tourism industry is one of the largest industries in the 
world today with more and more people travelling for leisure or business, thanks to higher 
disposable income and falling travelling costs. The Indian hospitality industry has recorded 
healthy growth fuelled by robust inflow of foreign tourists as well as increased tourist movement 
within the country and it has become one of the leading players in the global industry. In the past 
few years, India has witnessed spurring growth in both international and domestic tourists. The 
country greets around 5.5 million international visitors every year and nearly 740 million 
domestic tourists. Tourism and hospitality in India has picked up over the last decade, which has 
prompted the government to accord priority to the development of tourism and hospitality sector 
by announcing various fiscal and monetary incentives. The Indian tourism and hospitality 
industry has acted as a tool to stimulate other sectors and in turn help in overall development of 
the Indian economy. The growth of the tourism and hospitality sector has helped the government 
increase its revenues, which is invested for general economic improvement. During 2010, the 
foreign exchange earnings (FEE) from tourism and hospitality were estimated at US$ 14.19 
billion as compared to FEE of US$ 11.39 billion during 2009. The tourism and hospitality 
industry is also known to create ample of jobs both within the skilled and the unskilled category. 
In 2011, the global travel tourism and hospitality industry employed close to 258 million people 
and generated USD 5,991.9 billion or 9.1% of the world‟s GDP. 
 
         Characteristics of Indian Hospitality Industry 
The major characteristics of the Indian hospitality industry are: 
 
High Seasonality 
The Indian hospitality industry normally follows a high demand during October to 
April by a low demand during the monsoon months. Usually, a major chunk of the 
revenue of India‟s hoteliers accrues in the December and March quarters. However, this 
trend is witnessing a change over the recent years. Hotels have introduced various 
offerings to improve performance (occupancy) during the lean months. These include 
targeting the conferencing segment and offering lucrative packages during this period, 
among others. 
 
 Labor intensive 
The success of any industry to a big extent depends on the quality of manpower 
and hospitality industry is no exception to this. The hospitality and tourism industry is 
manpower-intensive and provides employment to skilled, semi-skilled, and unskilled 
labor directly or indirectly. The Planning Commission has identified tourism as second 
largest sector in providing employment to low-skilled and semi-skilled workers. 
 
            Fragmented 
The Indian hotel industry is highly fragmented, with a large number of small and 
unorganized players, which account for a lion‟s share in the Indian hotel industry. 
Whereas, the organized market is divided into 1 &2 star, 3 star, 4 star, and 5 star hotels. 
The major players in the organized segment include The Taj, Oberoi, ITC Hotels, and 
East India Hotels. 
 
           Improved marketing strategies  
Marketing strategies in the hospitality industry have witnessed a sea change over the last 
decade. A decade back, the brand name of the hotel was the major consumer-puller. 
However, with the arrival of the well-educated, travelled, and experienced travelers, hotel 
companies have had to change/realign their marketing strategies. Today‟s hotel 
companies‟ marketing mantras are differentiation, consistency, customer satisfaction, 
delivery of brand promises, and customer retention. 
 
           Technology usage got better 
Development and use of technology has also changed the way hotel companies operate 
and has created the need for online marketing. Travelers are increasingly doing some 
basic research on the tourist site with the aid of internet. Blogs, networking sites, and 
travel sites are therefore being used by the travelers for making their choices and the 
information provided by these media tends to influence the travelers opinions and 
choices. Various travel portals have emerged in recent times and travelers are 
increasingly using these portals to make their hotel reservations. These have emerged as 
the new channels of distribution. 
 
  Though the growth of tourism and hospitality in the Asian market is flourishing, India‟s 
total share in world tourist arrivals remains low at 0.6%, depicting an unexplored potential of 
India‟s tourism and hospitality industry. Further, looking at the demand side, India needs to have 
more hotels to meet the growing demands of hospitality services. According to Economic Survey 
of 2012, there were 2,895 classified hotel rooms with a capacity of 129,606 rooms in India as on 
Dec 31, 2011. The demand and supply gap of hotel rooms has been identified at 150,000 rooms, 
of which 100,000 rooms are in the budget segment (Ministry of Tourism, India). Other major 
challenges faced by the sector include poor infrastructure and manpower shortage. Further, the 
growth of Indian economy slowed down owing to recessionary conditions, which persisted in 
2012. The growth of the Indian hospitality segment was affected due to slow demand from 
traditional geographies such as the US and UK. However, domestic tourists‟ growth has made a 
strong positive difference to hospitality in times of slowdown in rest of the world. UNWTO has 
forecasted that the travel, tourism and hospitality industry in India will grow 8% per annum, in 
real terms, between 2008 and 2016. As per the planning commission, Foreign Exchange 
Earnings (FEEs) from tourism could show 14% annualized growth, during the same period, 
number of Foreign Tourists Arrival (FTAs) in 2016 is estimated to be 11.24 million. Number of 
Foreign Tourist Visits (FTVs) in 2016 will be 35.96 million. Numbers of domestic tourist visit 
(DTVs) in 2016 is estimated to be 1451.46 million. Thus, despite of short term challenges, the 
outlook for the Indian hospitality industry is positive, given the size of the economy, growing 
demand from domestic customers, as well as diversified nature of India that have been attracting 
travelers across the world. 
 
1.3     Tourism and Hospitality Industry in Jammu and Kashmir  
Kashmir  is  known  as  the  paradise  on  earth for  its  numerous scenic  spots  of  
attractions  and  beautiful  weather.  The  other  important  aspect  of  tourism  potential  is  the  
existence  of  shrines,  monasteries,  temples  and  cave  temples  in  the  three  regions  of  the  
state i.e. Jammu, Kashmir and Ladakh.  The  tourism and hospitality sector  has  immense  
potential  of  backward  and  forward  linkages  in  terms  of  both  income  and employment and 
contributes significantly to the State economy. Tourism and hospitality constitutes one of the 
main sources of income for vast sections of the Kashmiri population. Tourist destinations like 
Sonmarg and Gulmarg are known internationally for winter games such as skiing. Gulmarg is 
also known as the highest green golf course in the world, and boasts the world‟s largest cable car 
lift. The famous Dal Lake in the Kashmir valley needs special mention in this context. Adventure 
sports in J&K include trekking, mountaineering, winter sports, water sports, golf and fishing. 
However, most of these tourist attractions remain underdeveloped. Many other tourist attractions 
in the state remained untapped partly due to the conflict. Like in the Kashmir valley, the regions 
of Jammu and Ladakh also have lot of tourism potential. Some of the tourist spots in Jammu, 
which need development, are Patni Top, the forts of Ramnagar, the temples of Babor and 
Krimchi, Sudh Mahadev and Mantalai, Shiv Khori, as well as the Kishtwar and Bhaderwah hills, 
all of which can be developed with modern facilities in order to attract wider cross-section of 
people from different parts of the world. In Jammu and Kashmir, tourism and hospitality sector 
accounts for 5.92% of India‟s GDP. Tourism and hospitality sector is a labor intensive and as per 
World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC 2010) estimates, it is expected to contribute 8.1% to 
total employment. WTTC (2010) projects that India will generate 2nd largest travel, tourism and 
hospitality employment by 2010 and 2020 at 49 & 58 million jobs respectively, coming at 2nd 
place only after China. 
 The tourism and hospitality industry in Jammu and Kashmir is supposed to be one of the 
most flourishing industries in the state. This industry is very important for the development of 
the regions of Ladakh, Jammu and Kashmir. Apart from agriculture economic activities, tourism 
and hospitality is the most popular source of income. The Jammu and Kashmir has been 
witnessing resilience in the tourism and hospitality sector as Foreign Tourist Arrivals (FTA) 
increases from 0.41 lakhs in 2004 to 0.46 lakhs in 2010. Despite global economic slowdown 
affecting the tourism and hospitality sector worldwide and the prevailing political conditions in 
the state, the Foreign Tourist Arrival (FTA) to J&K in the year 2009 showed marginal decreases 
of 6.8% over the year 2008.  
In the year 2011, a total of 95, 19,710 tourists have visited J&K. The visitors include 
54,460 foreigners who visited Kashmir and Ladakh region and 83, 093, 95 pilgrims to Jammu 
and Kashmir divisions. In the year 2012, 27,596 foreigners, 10, 42,431 domestic and 6, 21,104 
Amarnath Yatris visited Kashmir while as a total of 1, 40,288 tourists visited Ladakh region 
(JKTDC). As per the records of JKTDC, a plan allocation of Rs 111.31 crore was granted for the 
J&K tourism sector in 2012. For the accommodation of these visitors, there are a total of 43,554 
rooms available in the state (25,141 Kashmir, 12,978 in Jammu and 5,435 in Ladakh). There are 
in total 1727 registered hotels and house boats in Kashmir valley and out of which 336 hotels 
and 910  house boats are in Srinagar city which produce around 17989 rooms and an average 
occupancy of 34970 (JKTDC, 2012). The Srinagar city has a market share of 78% in terms of 
hotel properties. The growth of the industry is mainly acknowledged as a result of increasing 
tourism traffic. 
Table 1.3      Total Numbers of Hotels and House-Boats in Srinagar 
Type of Accommodation No. of Units Total Rooms Total Beds 
 
Hotels 
C
at
eg
o
ry
 
A 066 3509 6844 
B 091 2671 5244 
C 175 3713 7318 
D 019 0451 0871 
E 018 0276 0506 
Total 366 10620 20783 
    
House-boats 
C
at
eg
o
ry
 
Deluxe 311 900 1800 
A 093 237 474 
B 074 164 328 
C 049 108 216 
D 107 237 474 
Total 910 02046 04292 
Sources: information obtained from the official records of JKTDC. 
 
 
1.4     Need for the Study 
 Hospitality industry along with education, health care, insurance and many other 
institutions is covered under the service sector. Hospitality industry is to accept that it is not 
necessarily, or indeed very often, transaction based. Hospitality consumption comprises multiple 
interactions, often with very many people, some of whom may be consumers themselves, the 
whole of which forms an experience for the consumer. As such, the hospitality services are not 
finite, they are chaotic and unpredictable, changing in nature for each consumer on a continuous 
basis, wherein even the basic set of products evokes different responses in different consumers. 
Hospitality as a service comprises a series of events randomly grouped together, each of which, 
regardless of size, can affect the consumers‟ overall perceptions of the service. Consumers of 
hospitality service do not necessarily make evaluations based on the sum of these experiences, 
but may generate an overall perception of the service based on one single episode in an 
encounter that comprises hundreds. As a result, for example, a hotel may deliver the promise 
they made but consumers will respond not to the overall performance of the service, but to a 
single incident in a bar on one night of their stay, and this event will have a disproportionate 
effect on their evaluation of the overall stay. For many hospitality practitioners, this seeming 
chaos has encouraging a concentration on the individual components of the service encounter. 
Delivering good quality services so that consumers will be highly satisfied is the only way to 
retain the consumer, gain competitive advantage and increase long tern customer loyalty, growth 
and survival in both commercial and non-commercial concerns and is an end itself in social 
concerns. 
It is commonly known that good service quality results in long-term customer satisfaction 
and loyalty (zeithmal, et al. 1996). Besides improving service quality, the hotel service providers 
should also consider offering differentiated service as it is found that frequency of usage of hotel 
services helps in developing the relationship between service quality and customer loyalty. A 
differentiated offer which meets high and low frequency users‟ preferences will improve the 
overall customer loyalty and thus ensure long term profitability. In-spite of the growing 
importance of consumer satisfaction and loyalty for hotels success and growth, there is limited 
empirical evidence investigating the association between consumer satisfaction and loyalty. 
Present study, therefore, is aimed to fill up this research void with the following objectives:- 
 
1.5     Objectives of the Study 
1. To make an in-depth and critical review of the literature available on the subject of study. 
2. To measure consumer satisfaction in select hotels of Kashmir valley. 
3. To study consumer satisfaction variation in hotels, under reference, on critical service 
dimensions. 
4. To determine the strength of relationship between consumer satisfaction and loyalty. 
5. To suggest ways and means for improving hotel services in Kashmir valley with a view 
to make the overall hotel service more effective and efficient. 
 1.6   Hypothesis  
H1: Consumer satisfaction varies among different types of hotels. 
H2: Consumer satisfaction and consumer loyalty are positively co-related. 
 
1.7      Organization of the study 
The study has been organized in six broad chapters. The first chapter of the study will 
discuss services of tourism industry and hotel service in particular besides its contribution in 
terms of employment generation and tourism promotion. The chapter highlights the need for the 
present study and objective of the study. In chapter second, a critical review of literature on the 
subject has been made with a view emphasize important contribution on the subject and the areas 
of deficiency. At the end, the chapter brings to light agenda for future research. Chapter third 
discusses research methodology, area of the study, sample size, demographic makeup of 
respondents, besides the tool of analysis. Chapter fourth presents empirical findings related to 
perception of tourists staying in hotels and house boats. It also makes a comparison of customer 
satisfaction in hotels and house boat. In chapter fifth empirical findings regarding variations in 
satisfaction levels in hotels and house boat services have been discussed. The last chapter is 
devoted to integrate research findings and offer suggestions for improving hotel services with a 
view to make overall hotel service more effective and efficient. 
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In this chapter, an attempt has been made to review the contributions of various 
researchers on the topic, under study. This review has been divided into four sections. Section 
first gives the over-all background of the hospitality industry. Section second makes a critical 
examination of service quality, customer satisfaction, and customer loyalty. The third section is 
the review of the studies related to the relationship between service quality and customer 
satisfaction, and customer satisfaction and loyalty and in the last section research gaps and the 
agenda for the future research has been explained.  
2.1       Introduction 
Tourism and hospitality industry is high on international agenda. The 7
th
 session of the 
Commission on Sustainable Development focused on tourism and hospitality industry and 
subsequently work programmes on sustainable tourism and hospitality are being developed. The 
year 2020 will see the penetration of technology into all aspects of life. It will become possible to 
live one‟s day without exposure to other people, according to World Trade Organizations 
(WTO‟s) latest look into the future. But this bleak prognosis has a silver lining for the hospitality 
sector. People in the high-tech future will crave the human touch and hospitality industry will be 
the principal means to achieve this. Hotel industry that manages to provide „high touch‟ products 
will prosper. Upscale, luxury services that pamper and spoil their customers have a bright future 
in the upcoming century. But WTO‟s report also predicts good prospects for low-budget 
accommodations and packages. Self catering holiday facilities, for example, which offer plenty 
of opportunities for socializing among families and friends. Opportunities abound at both ends of 
the spectrum and there will be plenty of them. Tourism and hospitality industry in the 21
st
 
century will not only be the world‟s biggest industry, it will be the largest by far that the world 
has ever seen. Along with its phenomenal growth and size, the tourism and hospitality industry 
will also have to take on more responsibility for its extensive impacts. Not only its economic 
impacts, but also its impact on the environment, on societies and on cultural sites, all of which 
will be increasingly scrutinized by governments, consumer groups and the travelling public. 
With hope that “Tourism and Hospitality 2020 vision” will be more than a useful marketing tool, 
that it will act a warning signal for destinations – helping them recognize the need to prepare for 
the pressure of growth. WTO is advising destinations and accommodations to implement long 
term, strategic planning and to strengthen the partnerships, both strategically and at the 
operational level, between the public and private sectors.  
With growth in hospitality industry competition among hotels will also become 
increasingly fierce. „The study Tourism and Hospitality 2020 Vision‟ outlines a series of 12 
megatrends that will shape the sector and offers advice on how to better compete. No tourism 
and hospitality operators can afford to sit back and wait for more tourists and guests respectively 
to arrive. They have to be won-and there will be winners and losers. To be a winner, there are a 
number of imperatives: 
 Development focused on quality and sustainability;  
 Value-for-money; 
 Full utilization of information technology to identify and communicate effectively with 
market segments and niches. 
As 2020 vision points out, the next century will mark the emergence tourism destinations and 
accommodation places as a „fashion accessory‟. The choice of holiday destinations and 
accommodation places will help define the identity of the travelers and, in an increasingly 
homogenous world, set him apart from the hordes of other tourists/guests. 
In the light of above discussion and as a background for the present study, some major 
studies on service quality, customer satisfaction, customer loyalty, service quality and customer 
satisfaction and service quality and customer loyalty are reviewed in this chapter. 
 
2.2      Service Quality Conceptualization 
The term “Quality” has been defined in many different ways and with different emphasis 
by various quality gurus and writers. Quality is an elusive and indistinct construct often mistaken 
for imprecise adjective like “goodness, or luxury, or shininess, or weight” (Crosby 1979). 
Quality and its requirements are not easily articulated by consumers (Takeuchi and Quelch 
1983). Explication and measurement of quality also present problems for researchers (Monroe 
and Krishnan 1983), who often bypass definitions and use unidimensional self report and 
measures to capture the concept (McConnell 1968; Shapiro 1972; Jacoby, et.al., 1973). 
Most of the efforts in defining and measuring quality are coming from the goods sector. 
According to the prevailing Japanese philosophy, quality is “zero defects – doing it right the first 
time”. Garvin (1983) measures quality by counting the incidence of “internal” failures (those 
observed before a product leaves the factory) and “external” failures (those incurred in the field 
after a unit has been installed). Crosby (1979) defines quality as “conformance to requirements”. 
Requirement must be clearly stated so that they cannot be misunderstood. Measurements are then 
taken continually to determine conformance to those requirements. The non-conformance 
detected is the absence of quality. Quality problems become non-conformance problems, and 
quality becomes definable. However, understanding of quality in goods and its importantness is 
not sufficient to understand service quality. Four well documented characteristics of services – 
intangibility, heterogeneity, perishability and inseparability – must be acknowledged for a full 
understanding of service quality (Parasuraman, et.al., 1985). 
Research has demonstrated the strategic benefits of quality in contributing to market 
share and return on investment (e.g., Philips, et.al., 1983; Anderson and Zeithaml 1984) as well 
as lowering manufacturing costs and improving productivity (Garvin 1983). The search for 
quality is arguably the most important consumer trend of the 1980s (Rabin 1983) as consumers 
are now demanding higher quality in products than ever before (Leonard and Sasser 1982; 
Takeuchi and Queleh 1983). 
 
Intangibility 
Services are activities or benefits that are essentially intangible, cannot be prefabricated 
in advance and do not involve ownership of the title (York, 1993). They may include the 
traditional personal assistance service, for instance, baby-sitter, gardener etc. The fix-IT service 
such as mechanic, repairman, etc. and finally the value added service as the least tangible of all 
(Cotter, 1993). Most services are intangibles (Bateson 1977, Berry 1980, Lovelock 1981), 
because they are performances rather than objects. Precise manufacturing specifications 
concerning uniform quality can rarely be set. Most services cannot be counted, measured, 
inventoried, tested and verified in advance of sale to assure quality (Parasuraman, et.al., 1985). 
Because service is not an object but a phenomenon, it is difficult for customers to evaluate the 
quality of services as they evaluate physical goods. Because of intangibility, the firm may find it 
difficult to understand how consumers perceive their services and evaluate service quality 
(Zeithaml 1981). 
 
Heterogeneity 
Services, especially those with high labor content, are heterogeneous; their performance 
often varies from producer to producer, from customer to customer, and from day to day 
(Parasuraman, et.al., 1985). Consistency of behavior from service personnel (i.e. uniform 
quality) is difficult to assure (Booms and Bitner 1981) because what the firm intends to deliver 
may be entirely different from what customer receives.  
 
Inseparability 
Production and consumption of many services are inseparable (Regan 1963; Carmen and 
Gronroos 1978; Langeared 1980; Upah 1980). Services involve simultaneous production and 
consumption. Inseparability implies that service is simultaneously produced and consumed while 
physical goods are first produced, then sold and finally consumed. Inseparability of production 
and consumption often forces the involvement of the customer in the production process. 
Inseparability also means that the producer and the vendor often compromise one economic 
entity (York 1993). In labor intensive services for example, quality occurs during service 
delivery, usually in an interaction between the client and the contact person from the service firm 
(Lehtinen and Lehtinen 1982). In this situation, the customer input becomes critical to the quality 
of service performance. 
 
Perishability 
The inseparability of production and consumption in turn results in an inability to store 
service capability. Perishability means that services cannot be produced in advance, inventoried 
and later made available for sale. Services are performances that cannot be stored (Zeithaml, 
1998). It is often difficult to adequately match up with demand and supply such as those 
corrective maintenance works, for instance, heating and cooling repairs. 
Although the concept of service quality have been studied by many researchers for 
several decades, there is no consensus about the conceptualization of service quality (Cronin and 
Taylor, 1982) as different researchers has focused on different aspect of service quality. Reeves 
and Bednar (1994), note that there is no universal, parsimonious or all encompassing definition 
or model quality. Clearly, as Robinson (1999) concludes that “It is apparent that there is a little 
consensus of opinion and much disagreement about how to measure service quality” 
 Despite of all the debates, many researchers traditionally agreed and accepted that 
service quality is a comparison between expectations with perceptions of performance. Perceived 
quality is the consumer‟s judgment about an entity‟s overall excellence or superiority (Zeithaml 
1987). It clearly differs from objective quality (as define by few researcher, for example, Garvin 
(1983) and Hjorth-Anderson (1984)). 
Bitner and Hubbert (1984) defined quality as the consumer‟s overall impression of the 
relative inferiority/ superiority of a firm by comparing the service user expectations with actual 
performance (Lewis and Booms, 1983; Groonroos, 1984). Wisniewski and Donnelly (1996) 
define service quality as the extent to which a service meets customer‟s needs or expectations. 
Customer expectations are beliefs about service delivery that function as standard or reference 
points against which performance is judged (Zeithaml and Bitner, 2003). 
 Berry, et.al., (1985) write service quality as perceived by consumers stems from a 
comparison of what they feel service firms should offer (i.e. from their expectations) with their 
perception of the performance of the firm providing the services. Perceived service quality is 
therefore viewed as the degree and direction of discrepancy between consumers‟ perception and 
expectations. For example in real estate, this would be what the client is expecting from the agent 
in comparison to which is actually delivered by that agent. 
 A definition of service quality by Parasuraman, et al., (1985) seemed particularly useful 
as it has been widely accepted by researchers examining the service quality issues. They defined 
service quality as: “the degree and direction of discrepancy between consumers‟ perceptions and 
expectations in terms of different but relatively important dimensions of the service quality 
which can affect their future behaviour”. In line with the thinking, Gronroos (1982) devoloped a 
model in which he contends that consumers compare the service they expect with perceptions of 
the service they receive in evaluating service quality. Also, Smith and Houston (1982) claimed 
that satisfaction with service is related to confirmation or disconfirmation of expectation. They 
based their research on disconfirmation paradigm, which maintains that satisfaction is related to 
size and direction of the disconfirmation experience where disconfirmation is related to person‟s 
initial expectations. Similarly Lewis and Booms (1983) stated that “service quality is a measure 
of how well the service level delivered matches customer expectations. Delivering quality 
service means confirming to customer expectations on a consistent basis”. Examination of these 
above writings and other literature on service marketing suggested three underlying themes: 
 Service quality is more difficult for the consumer to evaluate than goods quality. 
 Service quality perceptions result from a comparison of consumer expectations with 
actual service performance. 
 Quality evaluations are not made solely on the outcome of the service; they also involve 
evaluations of the process of service delivery. 
Most writers agree that customer‟s expectations are rarely concerned with single aspect of 
the service package, but rather many aspects. Gronroos (1985), for example, investigates an 
attitudinal construct, resulting from the discrepancy between consumer‟s expectations and their 
perceptions of the quality of service actually delivered (Mangold and Emin, 1990). Furthermore, 
when decision makers in service organization, such as banks and hospitals are asked what 
constitutes quality in their service, the answers are less well-defined and tend to vary more from 
individual to individual. Consequently, the measurement, monitoring and improvement of 
quality become an elusive task. While the concept of service quality is difficult to define, the fact 
is, that both consumers and service providers evaluate service quality on a daily and revolving 
basis (Mangoid and Emin, 1990). 
From the above discussion it is clear that service quality revolves around customer 
expectation and their perceptions of service performances.  Hence it is characterized by the 
customers‟ perception of service and the customers are the sole judges of the quality. 
Parasuraman et. al., (1991) rightly explained that consistent conformance to expectations begins 
with identifying and understanding customer expectation. Only then the effective service quality 
strategies can be developed. 
 
2.3     Customer Satisfaction 
Customer satisfaction is a complex construct. Recently, researchers have argued that 
there is a distinction between customer satisfaction as related to tangible products and as related 
to service experiences. This distinction is due to the inherent intangibility and perishability of 
services, as well as the inability to separate production and consumption. Hence, customer 
satisfaction with services and with goods may derive from, and may be influenced by, different 
factors and therefore should be treated as separate and distinct (Veloutsou et al., 2005). 
According to the previous literature, research for this model supports the 
conceptualization of perceived quality as a separate construct, distinct from satisfaction (Bitner 
and Hubbert, 1994). Moreover, many authors make it a point to highlight that service quality and 
satisfaction are distinct constructs (Parasuraman et al., 1988; Bitner, 1990; Boulding, et al., 1993; 
Bitner and Hubbert, 1994; Taylor and Baker, 1994). Oliver (1980) identified satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction in terms of the disconfirmation of consumers‟ expectation. A positive 
disconfirmation leads to customer satisfaction and a negative disconfirmation leads to customer 
dissatisfaction. Oliver (1980) argued that the amount of dissatisfaction is dependent on the extent 
of disconfirmation and the consumer‟s level of involvement with the service and the problem 
solving process. The Expectations Disconfirmation Model has been dominant model in 
satisfaction research. The model uses pre-consumption expectations in a comparison with post-
consumption experiences of a product/service to form an attitude of satisfaction or dissatisfaction 
toward the product/service (Oliver, 1980; Churchill and Surprenant, 1982; Oliver and DeSarbo, 
1988; Tse and Wilton, 1988). The expectancy disconfirmation paradigm in process theory 
provides the grounding for the vast majority of satisfaction studies and encompasses four 
constructs: (1) Expectations (2) Performance (3) Disconfirmation and (4) Satisfaction. 
              Disconfirmation arises from discrepancies between prior expectations and actual 
performance. There are three possibilities: zero disconfirmation can result when a product 
performs as expected; positive disconfirmation can occur when the product performs better than 
expected; and negative disconfirmation when the product performs below expectations and 
dissatisfaction sets. 
A comparison of the satisfaction model with the Gaps model indicates that the most 
salient feature is that the latter leaves out the issue of disconfirmation and seeks to represent an 
entire psychological process by an operationalisation that involves the simple subtraction of 
expectations from perceptions. A number of other distinctions are often made between 
satisfaction and quality. First, while the original five dimensions of SERVQUAL are fairly 
specific, those for satisfaction are broader and can result from a wider set of factors. Second, 
satisfaction assessments require customer experience, while quality does not (Oliver, 1980; 
Bolton and Drew, 1991b; Cronin and Taylor, 1992; Boulding, et. al., 1993). Operationally, 
satisfaction is similar to an attitude, as it can be assessed as the sum of the satisfactions with the 
various attributes of the product or service (Churchill and Surprenant, 1982). However, while 
attitude is a pre-decision construct, satisfaction is a post decision experience construct (Latour 
and Peat, 1979). Furthermore, it highlights the construct of a “global” level of satisfaction (the 
overall service satisfaction) in contrast to the construct of a component level of satisfaction (the 
encounter service satisfaction). Boulding, et. al., 1993, mentioned that customer‟s satisfaction is 
influenced by two factors which is experiences and expectations with service performance. Two 
additional issues that need to be clarified when researching customer satisfaction in services is 
whether satisfaction is conceptualized as facet (attribute specific) or as overall (aggregate); and 
whether it is viewed as transaction-specific (encounter satisfaction) or as cumulative (satisfaction 
over time) (Hoest and et. al., 2004). However, according to Levesque and McDougall (1996) 
satisfaction is conceptualized as an overall customer attitude towards a service provider. 
Similarly, Andreassen and Lindestad (1998) claimed that customer satisfaction is the 
accumulated experience of a customer‟s purchase and consumption experiences. Jones and 
Sessar (1995) have identified the following methods for measuring customer satisfaction: 
 customer satisfaction indices; 
 feedback; 
 market research; and 
 frontline personnel. 
The research study conducted by Kotler (1995) has found that companies can counter 
competition effectively by changing their strategy of product-selling philosophy to consumer-
oriented marketing philosophy and the “Customer centered approach” help the service providers 
to deliver superior value to target customer and yield rich sights. Paterson (1997), through their 
study found that delighting customers, as opposed to satisfying them, is a better way to engage 
guests and ensure loyalty. The study further concluded that customer delight involves going 
beyond satisfaction and involves a pleasurable experience for the guest. 
The purpose of measuring customer satisfaction is to assess the quality of the existing 
management practices and identify directions for improvement. The aim of managing 
satisfaction is to obtain a high rate of customer retention and improve a company market share 
and profit. Many researchers propose that customer satisfaction influences customer loyalty, 
which in turn affects profitability. 
 
2.4     Loyalty 
The research of loyalty construct has evolved over the time. Earlier, the focus of loyalty 
construct was primarily on product-related or with respect to tangible goods which focused on 
brand loyalty (Cunningham, 1956; Day, 1969; Kostecki, 1994). Cunningham (1956) defined 
brand loyalty as “the proportion of purchases of a household devoted to the brand it purchased 
most often”. Later, Cunningham (1961) has broadened the spectrum into store as opposed to 
brand loyalty by using the same measures with brand loyalty. Over the years the spectrum has 
widen into other type of loyalty such as vendor loyalty. Gremler and Brown (1996) extend the 
concept of loyalty to intangible products. Dick and Basu (1994) viewed service quality as a key 
antecedent to loyalty. However, there are a number of reasons why findings in the field of 
product loyalty cannot be generalized to service loyalty (Gremler and Brown, 1996). Service 
loyalty is more dependent on the development of interpersonal relationships as opposed to 
loyalty with tangible products (Lockshin, 1998), for person - to - person interactions form an 
essential element in the marketing of services (Czepiel and Gilmore, 1987; Crosby, et. al., 1990; 
Czepiel, 1990). 
Furthermore, the influence of perceived risk is greater in the case of services, as customer 
loyalty may act as a barrier to customer switching behavior (Zeithaml, 1981). Indeed, it has been 
demonstrated that loyalty is more prevalent among service customers than among customers of 
tangible products. In the services context, intangible attributes such as reliability and confidence 
may play a major role in building or maintaining loyalty (Dick and Basu, 1994). As most 
research originated from the field of packaged consumer goods (Jacoby and Chestnut, 1978), a 
strong emphasis has been on behavioral measures. In a service context, loyalty is frequently 
defined as observed behavior (Liljander and Strandvik, 1995). However, behavioral measures, 
such as repeat purchasing and purchasing sequence, have been criticized for a lack of a 
conceptual basis and for having a narrow, i.e. outcome focused view of what is in fact a dynamic 
process (Day, 1969). With regards to behavioral measures, recent research in loyalty behavior 
has shown that loyalty is fairly consistent over time (DeKimpe, et al., 1998). Therefore, the 
behavioral approach to loyalty may not yield a comprehensive insight into the underlying 
reasons for loyalty instead it is a consumer's disposition in terms of preferences or intentions that 
plays an important role in determining loyalty (Jain, et. al., 1987; Bloemer and Kasper, 1995).  
Researchers also suggest that, repeat purchasing behavior may not even be based on a 
preferential disposition but on various bonds that act as switching barriers to consumers 
(Liljander and Strandvik, 1995). During the past decades, therefore, customer loyalty has also 
been approached as an attitudinal construct (Biong, 1993; Hallowell, 1996). This is reflected, for 
instance, in the willingness to recommend a service provider to other consumers (Selnes, 1993). 
A further approach other than behavioral and attitudinal approach in more recent years is also a 
cognitive side to customer loyalty (Lee and Zeiss, 1980). In this sense, customer loyalty is 
frequently operationalised as the product or service that first comes to mind when making a 
purchase decision (Newman and Werbel, 1973; Bellenger, et. al., 1976; Dwyer, et. al., 1987) the 
product or service that is a customer's first choice among alternatives (Ostrowski, et. al., 1993) or 
price tolerance (Anderson, 1984; Fornell, et. al., 1996). Gremlar and Brown (1996) also 
categorized service loyalty into three specific components namely: the purchase, attitude and 
cognition. They also define service loyalty as the degree to which a customer exhibits repeat 
purchasing behavior from a service provider, possesses a positive attitudinal disposition toward 
the provider, and considers using only this provider when a need for this service exists (Gremler 
and Brown, 1996).  
Kandampully (1998), through their study examined how hotels service employees 
develop the emotional connection with customers which leads to exceptional service and the 
ability to exceed customer expectations. The study concluded that a true, loyal relationship 
between a hotel and its customer is created by the hotelier‟s ability to connect them emotionally 
and forge a long-term bond with the customer. The study suggested that customer loyalty is time-
specific and thus non-permanent so organizations must, therefore, constantly strive to develop 
and maintain their customer‟s loyalty. 
Kandampully et.al., (2000), in their study identified the factors of image and customer 
satisfaction that are positively related to customer loyalty in hotel industry. The study concluded 
that hotel image and customer satisfaction with the performance of housekeeping, reception, 
food, and beverage and price are positively correlated to customer loyalty. The study suggested 
that hotel image and customer satisfaction with housekeeping to be more important than 
satisfaction with reception, food and beverage, and price when deciding whether to return, 
recommend, and demonstrate loyalty to the hotels. 
Lee and Zeiss, (2005), aimed to explore the way discrete emotions influence customer 
loyalty intentions, at two different stages, and during an extended service encounter. The study 
found emotions are significant predictors of customer loyalty. The study concluded that these 
emotions were found to be stable at different points of time and across the duration of the 
encounter. Lei and Mac., (2005), through their study investigates the relationship between 
service quality and customer loyalty in hotels of China. Based on an empirical study the authors 
found that tangibles, assurance, empathy and responsiveness are important determinants of 
customer loyalty in the hotel service sector. The study concluded that besides improving service 
quality, the hotel service providers should also consider offering differentiated service. The study 
suggested that a differentiated offer which meets high and low frequency user‟s preferences will 
improve the overall customer loyalty and thus ensure long term profitability. Valenzuela et al., 
(2006), through their study explained how hotel guests develop loyalty in two different countries: 
Mexico and Chile. The study found that commitment and trusts are the two important variables 
that mediate the relationship between customer satisfaction and hotel guest loyalty. The study 
suggests that hotels should seek customer commitment in order to get loyal customer. Tadeja 
Krasna, (2008) through his study presented the role of perceived values as marketing tool for 
assuring customer loyalty in hotel industry. By using qualitative marketing research it was found 
that the offer of hoteliers does not differ in general from the offer of other hoteliers. The study 
suggested that the hotel industry should lay great emphasis on culinary art, creation of home like 
feeling and integrated experience to gain customer loyalty. Boulding, et. al., (1993) conducted 
their study and explored the ways in which a transactional marketing approach can generate 
customer loyalty in a hotel business. The study concluded that transactional approach to 
marketing can be an effective strategy for hotels, which target niche segments with highly 
differentiated offers at competitive prices. The study also concluded that this approach can create 
significant customer loyalty. 
Hoest et. al., (2004) through his study examined the relationship between relationship 
quality and loyalty across service types (credence service and experience service).This study 
consists two dimensions of relationship quality: interpersonal factors (closeness, communication, 
communication quality and special care) and firm factors (commitment, trust and satisfaction) 
and the study concluded that relationship quality influenced the loyalty in both service types. The 
study further suggested that in developing good relationship quality, the service provider should 
focus on both firm factor as well as interpersonal factor. Zamri and Rahmat., (2010), in their 
study examined the mediating model of the relationship between customer based brand equity 
constructs, satisfaction and loyalty in hotels. The study found that customer based brand equity, 
staff service is the most prominent aspect in understanding customer purchase behavior and this 
has been confirmed when the relationship between staff service and satisfaction shows the 
strongest relationship among the three customer-based brand equity constructs However, the 
results did not support the direct relationship between the constructs and loyalty suggesting that 
satisfaction mediates the relationship between customer based brand equity construct and loyalty 
in hotels. 
Yuan hu et.al., (2011), studied overall customer satisfaction and customer loyalty 
associate with the hotel service quality attributes by using KANO‟S integrated model and 
Customer satisfaction index model. The study concluded that hotel service providers must focus 
on how to create attractive elements that increase customer satisfaction level and gain customer 
loyalty and suggested that hotels must try to improve their service quality to increase customer 
satisfaction, or face the likelihood of a gradual loss of living space competitiveness. 
In addition, customer loyalty is seen as one of the major facilitators of service quality and 
customer satisfaction that emerged from the literature. Customer loyalty happens when there is 
repeated purchasing by the same customers and their willingness to recommend the product to 
other customers without any outright benefits and eventually the repeated usages would generate 
positive and quantifiable financial results. 
 
2.5     Service quality and customer satisfaction 
 The main function a service organization‟s members must perform is the delivery of 
quality service to its customers. Service quality has been defined as how well a customer‟s needs 
are met, and how well the service delivered meets the customer‟s expectations.  
 Gronoos (1984) indicated that the perceived quality of service is dependent on a 
comparison between expected and perceived service, and is thus the outcome of a comparative 
evaluation process. Parasuraman et al. (1985) defined “service quality” as the degree and 
direction of discrepancy between a customer‟s perceptions and expectations, whereas “perceived 
service quality” is the gap between a customer‟s expectations and perceptions as a measurement 
of service quality. The smaller the gap, the better the quality of service and greater the customer 
satisfaction. Barsky (1996) suggests that the customers may be excellent source of information 
for management on how the organization can provide quality service. Through surveys and focus 
groups, customers can help management to determine which service areas are most in need of 
environment. Gunderson et al. (1996) defined customer satisfaction as, “a guest‟s post 
consumption judgment of a product or service that can, in turn, be measured by assessing guest‟s 
evaluation of a performance on specific attributes. Providing services with customers prefer is 
obviously starting point for providing customer satisfaction. A relatively easy way to determine 
what services customers prefer is simply to ask them. Greathous et al., (1996) conducted 
research investigating the factors that traveler‟s considered important in hotel accommodations. 
In this study, travelers questioned at visitor information centers rated cleanliness of rooms, value 
for price, friendliness for staff, and security of property as some of the most important attributes 
of a hotel. A number of studies on customer satisfaction in the hospitality industry have focused 
on identifying service attributes; that is, a customer‟s needs and wants. From a marketing 
perspective, customer satisfaction is achieved when the customer‟s needs and wants are fulfilled 
(Lam and Zhang, 1999). Lam and Zhang (1999) conducted a study to assess customer‟s 
expectation and perceptions of service quality, and identified the gap between the two. They also 
explored the impact of service quality factors on overall customer satisfaction. Their findings 
revealed that “reliability” and “responsiveness” and “assurance” are the most significant factors 
in predicting customer satisfaction. In addition, these two factors had the largest differential 
scores, indicating that the customer‟s perception fell well short of their expectations. 
 In order to assess the tourists satisfaction and its link with service quality, Chen.C.M, 
et.al. (2010) used a hierarchical model that combines four primary determinants (personal, 
interaction, physical environment, and technical quality and access quality) and eight 
corresponding sub-dimensions. As a result, it is consistently found that service quality has a 
positive significant relationship with customer satisfaction. It is, thus, suggested that service 
quality may have a significant influence on long term customer loyalty through high levels of 
customer satisfaction. Further Islam M.A., et.al., (2011), made an attempt to examine whether 
the service quality significantly affect customer satisfaction in hotel industry by using service 
quality (SERVQUAL) model developed by Parasuraman et.al.,(1988). The authors reveal that all 
the dimensions of service quality are positively correlated to customer satisfaction but the 
dimensions that have significant effect on customer satisfaction include: tangibles, credibility, 
customer knowledge and reliability. However  Amin and Zaidi, (2008), attempted to examine the 
relationship between service quality perceptions and customers satisfaction in hotel industry by 
using SERVQUAL measurement scale consisting of six dimensions viz: tangibles, reliability, 
responsiveness, assurance, compliance and empathy and found that reliability is the key driver of 
service quality followed by empathy, tangible, responsiveness, assurance and compliance 
respectively. The findings of the study indicate that the service quality is positively associated 
with customer satisfaction and suggest that the establishment of higher levels of service quality 
will lead high level of customer satisfaction.  
 Spreng and Mackoy (1996) also studied the relationship between service quality and 
satisfaction based on their modified Oliver‟s (1993) satisfaction/service quality model. Their 
model fitted the data well where service quality was hypothesized to influence satisfaction. In 
their study, the path coefficient between the two constructs appeared to be significant (t = 9. 4). 
According to Aeker and Jacobson (1994) perceived quality provides a measure of the customers‟ 
global assessment of the superiority or excellence of a product and is correlated to organizational 
performance. Quality is, therefore, viewed as one dimension of satisfaction. The concept of 
product and service quality is intricately linked with the concept of customer satisfaction. As 
stated by Macbeth and Ferguson (1994), “total customer satisfaction and delight is what total 
quality is all about”, Evans and Laskin (1994) in their study concluded that if a firm understands 
expectations, build partnerships, empowers employees, and embraces total quality management, 
four positive outcomes will occur: customer satisfaction, customer loyalty, quality product and 
high profits. 
 Bitner, 1990; Sivadas and Baker, 2000 have proposed a causal link between customer 
satisfaction and service quality, and are of the opinion that satisfaction is viewed as experiential 
or occurring at a transaction level, whereas, service quality is viewed to be an attitude at a global 
level. However, the current research follows a substantial amount of research, which has 
proposed a causal link between service quality and customer satisfaction. This is due to the fact 
that customers can and do evaluate service quality at the transactional level and customers 
satisfaction may be quite meaningful at the global level (Oliver, 1993a; Anderson and Sullivan, 
1993). 
 
2.6     Customer satisfaction and loyalty 
 The importance of word-of-mouth can never be overemphasized in the service industry, 
particularly the hotel industry. Since customers prefer personal information sources, positive 
word-of-mouth increases the service sectors reliability and decrease customers perceived risk. 
Loyal customers are critical for the service sector business. 
 Customer satisfaction is considered to be one of the most important outcomes of all 
marketing activities in a market-oriented firm. The obvious need for satisfying the firms‟ 
customer is to expand the business, to gain the higher market share, and to acquire repeat and 
referral business, all of which lead to improved profitability. Studies conducted by Cronin and 
Taylor (1992) in service sector such as: banking, pest control, dry cleaning, and fast food, found 
that customer satisfaction has a significant effect on purchase intention in all four sectors. 
Similarly, in the health-care sector, MsAlexander et al., (1994) found that patient satisfaction and 
service quality have a significant effect on future purchase intentions. Getty and Thompson 
(1994) studied relationships between quality of lodging, satisfaction, and the resulting effect on 
customers‟ intention to recommend the lodging to prospective customers. Their finding suggests 
that customers‟ intentions to recommend are a function of their perception of both their 
satisfaction and service quality with the lodging experience. Bowen and Chen., (2001), through 
their study developed and implemented a method for hotels to identify attributes that will 
increase customer loyalty by using hotels database. The study concluded that the relationship 
between customer satisfaction and customer loyalty was non-linear. The study also supported the 
contentions that there is a positive correlation between loyal customers and profitability 
Eskildsen et.al. (2008), studied the relationship between customer satisfaction, customer loyalty 
and the future business potential of existing customers in a hotel industry. The study concluded 
that full-service customers are more satisfied, and satisfaction is a better predictor for future 
business potential than loyalty. The study also concluded that Image and expectations are the 
main drivers for full-service status in hotel industry. The study suggested that hotel industry 
should focus on the longitudinal aspects of customer satisfaction and full-service status in order 
to achieve a better understanding of the relationship. 
 Ramakrishnan., (2010), through his study explored, how the performance of hotels in 
terms of various criteria influences loyalty behavior of customers by using data from online guest 
ratings. The study concluded that the criterion related to marketing management (Value for 
money) is the most important criterion influencing loyalty behavior of customers in UK hotels. 
The study also concluded that good performance of hotels in terms of physical-product 
management can significantly influence the intentions of business guests to stay again, whereas 
leisure guests expect good performance both in terms of physical-product management and, 
people and process management. While guests of independent hotels value performance in terms 
of people and process management, guests of chain hotels value both physical-product 
management and, people and process management. Finally, the study concluded that the 
significance of criteria related to physical-product management and people and process 
management generally vary across star ratings. Domminici et.al. (2010), suggested that to be 
successful in the market it is not sufficient to attract new customers, managers must concentrate 
on retaining existing customers by implementing effective policies of customer satisfaction and 
loyalty. The study concluded that a management approach focused on customer satisfaction can 
improve customer loyalty, thus increasing the positive image of the touristic destination. 
 Based on the above discussion it is clear that customer satisfaction is the starting point to 
build customer loyalty, therefore a long-term relationship. Customer satisfaction creates loyalty 
among customers which improves corporate image. The consolidation of relations with 
customers leads to repeated patronage. Liljander and Strandvik, 1995 suggest that, repeat 
purchasing behavior may not even be based on a preferential disposition but on various bonds 
that act as switching barriers to consumers. During the past decades, therefore, customer 
satisfaction and customer loyalty has also been approached as an attitudinal construct (Biong, 
1993; Hallowell, 1996). This is reflected, for instance, in the willingness to recommend a service 
provider to other consumers (Selnes, 1993). A further approach other than behavioral and 
attitudinal approach in more recent years is also a cognitive side to customer satisfaction and 
loyalty (Lee and Zeiss, 1980). In this sense, customer satisfaction and loyalty is frequently 
operationalised as the product or service that first comes to mind when making a purchase 
decision. 
 
2.7     Research Gaps and the Agenda for Future Research 
 The above review highlights some important studies on service quality, customer 
satisfaction and customer loyalty and brings to light the gaps and deficiencies in the respective 
areas. It conveys that in developed countries a good deal of effort has already been made to study 
a large number of problems associated with service quality. In India, unfortunately, very little 
attention has been paid to study such issues. This may be due to the fact that services marketing 
in general and service quality in particular, till recently, was not recognized as an area of 
significance in the socio-economic requirements of our country. Most of the existing studies are 
by their nature, general and descriptive and lack empirical evidence. With a view to study 
customer satisfaction, with an objective and analytical approach, all the problems inhibiting the 
growth of research in the field will have first to be looked into. 
 Service marketing in general and customer satisfaction in particular cannot be adequately 
comprehended without due references to Babakas and Boller, Bolten and Drew, Carman, Brown 
and Swartz, Carson and Gilmore, Gronroos and Leithman, Parasuraman et. al., and Zeithmal and 
Berry. The roots of the service quality lie in early conceptual framework from Europe 
(e.g.Gronroos, 1983; Lehtinan and Lehtinan, 1992). Most of the recent work on service quality in 
marketing can be credited to the pioneering and continuing contribution of Parasuraman, 
Leonard Berry and Valrie Zeithmal. 
 In a liberalized environment, an analysis of service quality in hotels has a vital 
significance, but in India, particularly in Kashmir valley, unfortunately, it was almost left out of 
in-depth analysis. The dynamic process of development coupled with structural, financial and 
technological changes have given birth to stiff competition not only from hotels but also from 
other service sectors. In view of these developments, there is a need to study quality of existing 
and new customer services, hotel customer relationship, service technology and various other 
issues so as to meet growing need of tourists or customers. These are immediate tasks awaiting 
further in-depth study and research. 
 In conclusion, with a view to strengthen the analytical framework for studies in service 
quality, it is desirable to concentrate the research efforts in the above- mentioned areas. In 
addition to these significant areas of research, the following are the other fruitful and revealing 
areas of research as time is over due to focus attention on them:- 
 
1. Service firms face many critical problems as they differ in intangibility, inseparability, 
perishability and heterogeneity from goods firms. What are these problems? How are 
they changing due to environmental, competitive, and other conditions? The services 
marketing research need to focus on the most critical problems facing service firms if it is 
to be of maximum value. 
 
2. Fluctuation of demand in service organizations, particularly in tourism in hospitality 
industry, is the most troublesome issue and seems to be the most fertile area for future 
research. 
 
3. Relationship between productivity, quality, cost reduction, technology, overall socia-
economic development and hospitality services. 
 
4. Relationship marketing, an emerging concept, is gaining wider acceptability in service 
organization, the cost of maintaining existing relationship compared to developing of new 
customers needs a fresh look to reveal the benefits of relationship marketing in 
hospitality industry. 
 
5. Evolving a system of hospitality services marketing based on trust, openness of 
communication, word of mouth communication that is critical, as services are intangible 
and heterogeneous in nature and involves participation of parties. 
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          This chapter besides discussing the research methodology used for carrying out the 
present investigation in the sample organization also identifies limitations of the study. 
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 Research methodology is the next step to be followed after identifying objectives of the 
study in light of the research gaps in the existing literature. Research methodology explains the 
route to be followed, the research instrument to be used, universe of the study, sample unit/s, 
sample size, sample type, data type, scale/s to be used, method of data collection, statistical tools 
to be applied for analyzing data and limitations of the study. Since the present study aims at 
studying the relationship between consumer satisfaction and loyalty in hotels of Kashmir valley, 
the development of reliable research instrument to measure levels of consumer satisfaction and 
loyalty in hotel services was addressed first. 
3.1     Measurement of consumer satisfaction 
In case of services, the satisfaction of the customer depends upon the quality of service he 
receives/experiences from a particular service organization. However, the definition of service 
quality by means of objective standards is not valid due to the intangibility of the service, the 
immediacy of production and consumption, time of the encounter and the preponderance of the 
consumers‟ subjectivity (Gronroos, 1985, 1989). Researchers have suggested that the customers‟ 
satisfaction with a given experience of service would lead to an overall evaluation/attitude to the 
quality of service overtime (Oliver 1981, Parasuraman et al, 1988, Bitner 1990,). In the 
customers mind satisfaction is a precursor of perceived quality, because quality of service is an 
attitude, but in the short term, and, therefore, a consequence of the evaluation of the specific 
experience of consumption. (Bigne, et. al., 2003). There are two widely known models used by 
researchers to measure consumer satisfaction, i.e., SERVQUAL (Parasuraman, et.al. 1988) and 
SERVPERF (Cronin, et.al. 1992). 
SERVQUAL maintains that there is a gap between customer‟s expectations and his 
perceptions of service quality is viewed as lying along a continuum ranging from „ideal quality‟ 
to totally, „unacceptable quality‟, with some points along the continuum representing satisfactory 
quality. Parasuraman, et. al., (1988) held that when perceived or experienced service is more 
than expected service, it implies less than satisfactory service quality. But, when perceived 
service is less than expected service, the obvious inference is that the service quality is more than 
satisfactory. Based on their empirical work, they identified a set of 22 variables tapping five 
different dimensions of service quality construct as Tangibility, Reliability, Responsiveness, 
Assurance and Empathy. Since they operationalized service quality as being a gap between 
customer‟s expectations and perceptions of performance on these variables, their measurement 
scale is comprised of a total of 44 variables (22 for expectations and 22 for perceptions). 
Satisfaction is calculated as the difference between perceptions and expectations (each item 
weighted according to its importance. (Bhat, 2005) 
 In an equation form, their operationalization of service quality can be expressed as 
follows:               
 
                                       k 
           SQi =           ∑ (PI-EI)    
                                     J=1                
 
Where:    SQ = Perceived service quality of individual “I” 
                K = number of service attributes/items 
                P = Perception of individual “I” with respect to performance of a service firm „j‟ 
                E = Service quality expectation for attribute „j‟ 
 
Despite its extensive application, Parasuraman, et. al. (1991) the SERVQUAL Scale has 
been severely criticized on various grounds, thus a new model known as, “SERVPERF” was 
propounded.  
 Cronin and Taylor (1992, 1994) suggested that the conceptualization and 
operationalization of service quality as presented in SERVQUAL is inadequate. They questioned 
the validity of gap theory that suggests the difference between customer‟s expectations about 
performance of service providers and their assessment of the actual performance drive their 
perception of service quality. Other objections against the SERVQUAL model relate to use of 
(P-E) gap scores, length of the questionnaire, predictive power of the instrument, etc. (Babukus 
and Boller, 1992; Cronin and Taylor 1992; Dabholkar et.al., 2000; Teas 1993, 1994). Cronin and 
Taylor (1992) found the SERVQUAL Scale as confusing with service satisfaction. They opined 
that Expectation (E) component of SERVQUAL be discarded and instead Performance (P) 
component alone be used. They proposed that what is referred to as the „SERVPERF‟ Scale. 
Besides theoretical arguments, Cronin and Taylor (1992) provided empirical evidence across 
four industries (namely banks, pest control, dry cleaning and fast food) to corroborate the 
superiority of their “performance-only” instrument over disconfirmation based SERVQUAL 
Scale. 
 Being a variant of the SERVQUAL Scale and containing perceived performance 
component alone, „Performance only‟ scale is comprised of only 22 items. This way SERVPERF 
becomes more efficient to administer in practical situations (Duncan and Elliot, 2004). Under the 
SERVPERF, a higher perceived performance implies higher service quality and higher customer 
satisfaction (Jain and Gupta, 2004). In equation the SURVPERF can be expressed as:  
                                  k 
              SQi    =    ∑ Pij 
                                J=1 
 
Where    SQi = Perceived service quality of individual “I” 
               K    = number of attributes /items 
               P     = Perception of individual “I” with respect to performance of a service firm on   
                          attribute “j” 
 
 Methodologically, the SERVPERF scale represents marked improvement over the 
SERVQUAL scale. Not only is the scale more efficient in reducing the number of items to be 
measured by about 50 percent, it has also been empirically found superior to the SURVQUAL 
scale for being able to explain greater variance in the overall service quality and customer 
satisfaction measured through the use of single-item scale. This explains the considerable 
support that has emerged overtime in favour of SERVPERF scale (Babukus and Boller, 1992; 
Bolton and Drew, 1991; Boulding et al.1993; Churchill and Suprenant, 1982; Gotlieb, Grewal 
and Brown, 1994). Realizing the advantages of SERVPERF scale over SERVQUAL, the 
researchers have increasingly started making use of the performance only measure of service 
quality (Andaleeb and Basu, 1994; Brady and Robertson 1992; Cronin and Taylor1992.1994; 
Crownin, Brady and Hult, 2000; Bigne and Moliner 2003; Duncan and Elliot, 2004). Seeming its 
superiority, even Zeithmal (one of the founders of the SERVQUAL scale) in a recent study 
observed that, “our result is incompatible with both the one-dimensional view of expectations 
and the gap formation for service quality. Instead we find that perceived quality is directly 
influenced only by perceptions of performance‟ (jain and Gupta, 2004). This admittance cogently 
lends a testimony to the superiority of the SERVPERF Scale. 
Realizing the superiority of SERVPERF over the earlier models of service quality, the 
use of SERVPERF scale has been made to measure the consumer service quality and consumer 
satisfaction in the hotels under study. Since service quality and consumer satisfaction have been 
viewed as a similar concept for the service organizations by various researchers with the remarks 
that, satisfaction is a dynamic variable with a cumulative component, experience, which could 
influence perceptions of quality and vice versa (Baba and Huber, 2000, Henning-Thurau 2000). 
In the present study also the two concepts have been taken as one, as consumer satisfaction is the 
result of the consumers experience and attitude visa-viz the service offered to him by the 
organization. This methodology has also been applied by Armbewalla and Hall (2005) to 
measure the student satisfaction in the Australian universities. In light of above research 
findings, present study has also used SERVPERF model. 
 
3.2 Research instrument 
The questionnaire used for collecting primary data from the customers was designed after 
consultation and discussion with experts of the subject and reviewing the relevant literature. 
Some modifications were made to SERVQUAL instrument in order to suit the context of hotels 
and house-boats. The questionnaire was divided into three parts. The first part was designed to 
measure the guests‟ perceptions regarding consumer satisfaction in hotels and house-boats. The 
second part was designed to measure the guests‟ loyalty and the third part of the questionnaire 
contained questions relating to socio-demographic data about the respondents. The researcher 
introduced the tool of measurement in such a way that it briefly illustrated the topic of the study 
and procedures of response. The measurement grades were placed according to the 10-point 
Likert scale (Malhotra, Y 2003). The scale was ordered regressively as: highly satisfied (10), to 
highly dissatisfied (1).    
  To explore dimensionality of the (42) item scale, a factor analysis was performed. The 
exploratory factor analysis extracted five factors, which accounted for 68.619 percent of variance 
in the data. The results are present in table 3.2 (a). Most of the factor loadings were greater than 
0.50, implying a reasonably high correlation between extracted factors and their individual items. 
The communalities of 25 items ranged from .580 to .828 indicating that a large amount of 
variance has been extracted by the factor solution. Seventeen  items (v3, v4, v5, v8, v13, v14, 
v15, v17, v19, v21, v23, v25, v30, v31, v32, v38, v39 as ease of finding ones way around hotel 
/house-boat, modern looking equipment, no sudden increase in costs, apologizing service 
mistakes, employees neat appearance, keeping error free records, listening complaint carefully, 
services as per needs, up-to-date facilities, providing accurate information, reservation system 
easy to use, imparting confidence to the guests, trustworthy staff, staff makes feel safe, providing 
prompt services, performing services right the first time, space for parking vehicles respectively) 
were below the suggested value of .50 (Haier et al., 2006) and were not considered in factor 
analysis. The remaining factors are labeled as F1-„tangibility‟ (appearance of the facilities, 
equipment and communication material), F2-„reliability‟ (solving guests‟ problems and 
performing error-free service at promised time), F3-„responsiveness‟ (willingness to help 
customers and to provide prompt service), F4 „assurance‟ (knowledge and accuracy of 
employees and their ability to convey trust and confidence), F5 „empathy‟ (staff knowledge and 
ability to provide individual attention), The first factor contains most of the items and explains 
most of the variance (22.23%). Thus, hotel and house-boat service tangibility is an important 
determinant of perceived customer satisfaction.  
 Cronbach‟s alpha test of reliability is the most popular estimate for measuring the internal 
consistency (reliability) of items in a scale, in other words it measures the extent to which the 
responses collected for given item correlate highly with each other. The results of the tests 
produce an α-score, which is a number between 0 and 1. The higher the α-score is, the more 
reliable the measured construct is (Nunnally, 1978). The results of the reliability analysis showed 
that cronbach‟s alpha coefficient of the extracted factors ranged from 0.866 to 0.906. That is well 
above the minimum value of 0.70, which is considered acceptable as an indication of scale 
reliability. Thus, these values suggest good internal consistency of the factors. Finally, 
Cronbach‟s alpha value for the overall perception scale is 0.941 and indicates its high reliability. 
 The adequacy of the sample size was confirmed using both the Kaiser-Meyer Olkin 
(KMO) test sampling adequacy and Barlett‟s Test of Sphericity (Table 1.4). In fact, KMO for 
consumer satisfaction (0.951) exceeded satisfactory value and revealed a Chi-square at 
16035.551, (p<0.01) which verified that the correlation matrix was not an identity matrix, thus 
validating the suitability of factor analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 
adequacy was performed which showed KMO= 0.951 is higher than the suggested 0.6 value 
(Tabachnik and Fidell, 2001). 
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1 7 52.312 42 25 4 Above .40 .939 6963.041* 
2 5 68.619 25 12 17 Above .50 .951 16035.551* 
* Significant at 1% level 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.2   Summary of Results from scale Purification, Mean, Standard Deviation, 
               Factor Loading and Variance Explained and Cronbach Alpha Values 
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Factor 
Loadings 
 
  % of 
   V.E 
 
Cronbach 
 Alpha 
 
 
 
1 
                             Tangibility  
 
 
 
22.226 
 
 
 
 
0.866 
1. Brochures and pamphlets are visually presented. 7.67 1.71 .774 
2. Employee‟s neat appearance. 7.96 1.20 .503 
3. Interior and exterior decoration is quite         
     appealing. 
7.91 1.26 .556 
4. Appropriate location. 8.11 1.06 .606 
5. Neat and clean hotel. 8.15 1.06 .609 
6. High quality meals. 7.83 1.40 .674 
 
 
2 
                               Reliability  
 
18.401 
 
 
0.870 
7. Promised services. 7.91 1.30 .549 
8. Front-desk employee verifies the reservation     
    requests. 
7.69 1.59 .518 
9. Providing accurate information. 7.84 1.28 .641 
10. Check in or check out time is not too long. 7.98 1.08 .565 
 
 
3 
                              Responsiveness  
 
 
13.040 
 
 
 
0.906 
11. Reservation is easy to use. 7.78 1.54 .632 
12. Giving individual attention. 7.77 1.55 .508 
13. Willing to help guests. 8.02 1.22 .636 
14. Services without any delay. 8.08 1.17 .742 
15. Credible and courteous employees. 7.85 1.50 .617 
 
 
4 
                               Assurance  
 
 
12.141 
 
 
 
0.887 
16. Safe and secure hotel. 8.18 1.05 .715 
17. Imparts confidence to the guests. 7.80 1.31 .754 
18. Friendly staff. 8.10 1.26 .637 
19.Having time and knowledge to answer  
     guests „questions. 
7.82 1.32 .608 
 
 
5 
                               Empathy  
 
 
 
2.811 
 
 
 
 
0.883 
20. Calling by name. 7.38 2.13 .795 
21. Understanding requirements. 7.89 1.27 .596 
22. Good communication capability. 7.84 1.29 .512 
23. Polite staff and providing services with   
      smile. 
8.20 1.25 .506 
24.Convenient operating hours 8.07 1.24 .569 
25.Guests‟ best interest at heart 7.98 1.12 .613 
                                       Total 7.92 1.31  68.619 0.941 
 
                                                            KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
KMO and Bartlett‟s Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .951 
Bartlett‟s Test of Sphericity (Approx. Chi-Square) 16035.551* 
Cronbach‟s  Alpha .941 
* Significant at 1% level 
 
Further, to explore the dimensionality of the (7) item loyalty construct, again factor 
analysis was performed. The exploratory factor analysis extracted two factors, which accounted 
for 86.235 percent of variance in the data. Since the second factor contained only one item, it 
could not be considered as a factor and is not interpreted. The results are present in table 3.3. 
Most of the factor loadings were greater than 0.65, implying a reasonably high correlation 
between extracted factor and their individual items. The communalities of 7 items ranged from 
.798 to .902 indicating that a large amount of variance has been extracted by the factor solution. 
The second factor (In this hotel/house boat I am satisfied with the staff manners.) were below the 
suggested value of .65 and was not considered in factor analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3.3       Summary of Results from scale Purification, Mean, Standard Deviation,     
                       Factor Loading and Variance Explained and Cronbach Alpha Values for   
                       Loyalty Construct 
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% of 
Variance 
 
Cronbach 
Alpha 
1 Overall I am satisfied with the services of 
this hotel/house boat. 8.23 1.00 .857 
 
 
 
 
 
86.235 
 
 
 
 
 
.957 
2 My visit to this hotel/house boat exceeds my 
expectations. 8.06 1.07 .856 
3 I will speak highly of this hotel/house boat to 
my friends and relatives. 8.13 1.12 .692 
4 I will recommend this hotel to my friends 
and relatives 8.21 1.06 .840 
5 I consider performance of this hotel/house 
boat strong. 8.25 1.08 .819 
6 In this hotel/house boat, I feel at home. 8.30 1.08 .853 
7 If I have to select again a hotel/house boat in 
Kashmir, I would choose this hotel only. 8.44 1.27 .671 
8 In this hotel/house boat I am satisfied with 
the staff manners.  .545 
1.16  
                                 Total 8.23 6.89  86.235 .957 
 
3.3     Universe of the study 
The present study seeks to measure the guest satisfaction levels in hotel, and house boat 
of Jammu and Kashmir State. However, the study was confined to district Srinagar only keeping 
in view the concentration of hotels and house boats in district Srinagar as well as the paucity of 
time and financially resources of the researcher. The study is further limited to “A”, “B”, and 
“C” category of hotels and “Deluxe”, “A” and “B” category house-boats of Srinagar. These 
hotels and house boats have been purposely selected for the present study as they play a very 
significant role in catering to the hospitality needs of tourists. Also in terms of employee and bed 
strength, these hotels and house boats stand at the top as shown in Table 3.3 
 
 
 
    Table 3.4          Bed Strength of Hotels and House Boats in the Sample Organization 
Hotels Bed Strength House-Boats Bed Strength 
A category (5 and 4 stars) 
     B category (3 stars) 
     C category (2 stars) 
6844 
5244 
7318 
Deluxe category 
A category 
B category 
2396 
710 
462 
 
Sources:  information received from the official records of JKTDC 
 
3.4     Sample design and procedure 
 In order to determine the proper sample size required for the study, a pilot survey was 
conducted in April 2012 and the investigator took a random sample of 40 tourists who were 
staying in different hotels and house-boats of Srinagar city. Selected tourists staying in hotels 
and house-boats were asked few questions related to hotel services but the main concern of the 
investigator was whether they ever had a stay in hotels or house boats or not. 
 Based on the pilot survey, the investigator found that almost 20 tourists had used the 
hotel and house boat services before that (i.e. 50% of the 40 tourists) and remaining had not used 
before. On the basis of this information from the pilot study, the following formula has been used 
to work out the appropriate sample size: 
  FORMULA  
                                     n= (Z
2
 * pq * N) / [ e
2
 (N-1) + Z
2
 *pq]         
 
                                                                                                        (C. R. Kothari) 
 
 
 
Where, 
                    n=      sample size. 
                    z=      1.96, the standardized z-value associated with the 95% confidence level. 
                    P=     50%, the estimate of potential tourists used the hotel and house boat services. 
                    Q=    50%, the estimate of potential tourists not used the hotel and house boat  
                              services before. 
                   e=      acceptable sample error. 
                   N=   population size. 
  
As a result, a sample of approximately 353 customers must be taken from the sample 
organization. The sample size of 353 was distributed among hotels and house boats of Srinagar 
city in the study, 159 customers were selected from hotels and 194 customers from house boats.  
Using the same equation the sample of 159 customers of hotels was divided into 47 from “A” 
category hotel customers, 46 from “B” category, and 66 from “C” category hotels. Again sample 
of 194 from house boats was divided into 100 “Deluxe”, 49 “A” category, and 45 “B” category. 
The data was collected in a period of five months by spending 3-4 hours a day and investigator 
took every care that the tourists already contacted should not be repeated. The questionnaire 
were personally distributed and collected. Out of three seventy questionnaires (370), three 
hundred fifty three were found usable, thus representing a response rate of 95.13%. The 
questionnaires were distributed and collected personally representing a 100% response rate. The 
data was then analyzed with the help of SPSS data base. 
 
3.5     Sample profile 
  The size of the sample as stated above was limited (159) hotels and (194) house boats of 
different types. Stratified random sampling was, however, followed for the present study. All 
important demographic characteristics like age, gender, level of education, length of stay, 
nationality, purpose of visit, number of visits to valley and category of hotel and house boats was 
taken into consideration while seeking the response from the customers regarding their level of 
satisfaction in hotels and house boats. All these aspects have an important bearing on the user‟s 
evaluation of hotel and house boat services. The effort was made to give a balanced 
representation to above demographic characteristics to make the sample representative. The data 
on the Table 3.4 clearly shows that majority respondents (40.3%) from hotels and (39.7%) from 
house boats belonged to the age group of 31-40 years followed by the age group of 41-50 years, 
(29.6%) and (26.3%) respectively from hotels and house boats where as the respondents 
belonging to the age group of above 51 years of age were the least participants followed by the 
age group of 20-30 years (10.1%) from hotels and (8.8%) from house boats. The sample includes 
(60.38%) male respondents from hotels and (70.1%) from house boats. Highest numbers of the 
respondents (64.2%) (66.0%) respectively in hotels and house boats were graduates followed by 
post graduates (1 6.4%)  (17.5%) and the remaining was under graduates. Respondents who 
stayed in between 1-6 days were 49.1% in hotels and 49.5% in house-boats, in between 7-12 
days, were 38.4% and 40.7% in hotels and house-boats respectively, in between 13-18 days were 
8.2% in hotels and 6.7% in house-boats and the remaining 4.4% from hotels and (3.1%) from 
house boats had stayed more than 19 days. Indian respondents were 67% for hotels 83% for 
house-boats, and the remaining were foreigners. Leisure/Holiday seekers were heavy participants 
(93.7%) and (39.1%) for both hotels and house-boats followed by business tourists (4.4%) and 
(43.8%) and the pilgrimage tourist were the least (1.9%) and (17.0%). A sizeable number 
(44.7%) of participants belonged to C category hotels followed by B category hotels (33.3%) and 
the least number (22.2%) were from A category hotels, the remaining (67.0%) belonged to the 
Deluxe category house boats followed by A and B category house boats (24.7%) and (8.3%) 
respondents respectively. Majority respondents (61.6%) and (55.2%) of hotels and house-boats 
respectively had come to the valley for the 1
st
 time followed by (31.4%) and (25.3%) 2
nd
 time, 
and for 3
rd
 time it is (9%) and (19.5%). 
 
 
 
 
 
           Table 3.5                     Demographic Profile of Hotels and House-Boats                         
        Demographic Characteristics  
             
               HOTELS 
 
   HOUSE-BOATS 
   No. of 
respondents 
 
Percentage 
   No. of 
respondents 
 
Percentage 
    Age 
20-30years 32 20.1 49 25.3 
31-40years 64 40.3 77 39.7 
41-50years 47 29.6 51 26.3 
Above51years 16 10.1 17 8.8 
Total 159 100 194 100.0 
 
   Gender 
Male 96 60.38 136 70.1 
Female 63 39.62 58 29.9 
Total 159 100.0 194 100.0 
  Level of      
education 
Up to secondary level 31 19.5 32 16.5 
Graduation  102 64.2 128 66.0 
Post graduation 26 16.4 34 17.5 
Total 159 100.0 194 100.0 
Length of stay 
1-6 days 78 49.1 96 49.5 
7-12 days 61 38.4 79 40.7 
13-18 days 13 8.2 13 6.7 
More than 19 days 7 4.4 6 3.1 
Total 159 100.0 194 100.0 
Nationality 
Indian 106 67 161 83.0 
Foreign 53 33 33 17.0 
Total 159 100.0 194 100 
Purpose of visit 
Business 7 4.4 85 43.8 
Pilgrimage 3 1.9 33 17.0 
Leisure/Holiday 149 93.7 76 39.1 
Total 159 100.0 194 100 
Your visit to       
    Valley 
1
st
 98 61.6 107 55.2 
2
nd
 50 31.4 49 25.3 
3
rd
 11 9 38 19.5 
Total 159 100.0 194 100.0 
Category of  
      Hotel 
A (5 and 4 Star 
Hotels) 
35 22.0 130 67.0 
B (3 Star Hotels) 53 33.3 48 24.7 
C (2 Star and others) 71 44.7 16 8.3 
Total 159 100.0 194 100.0 
3.6    Data collection 
 To achieve the objective of the study, data was collected from both primary and 
secondary sources. The study, however, is based on primary data gathered through self-
developed questionnaire. In case of illiterate tourists or customers of hotels and house boats, the 
investigator herself filled up the questionnaire after seeking their response.  
 Secondary sources has been collected through books, journals and magazines of national 
and international repute viz., journal of marketing, international journal of marketing, journal of 
service marketing, journal of hotel management etc. and also by assessing various internet sites. 
 
3.7    Statistical Tools  
Data gathered from respondents was processed and analyzed with the help of SPSS 19.0 
version. The interpretation of data has been made on the basis of sample frequencies and mean. 
T. test has been performed to study the level of significant difference between hotel and house-
boat services. F. test has also been performed to analyze difference in the quality of services in 
different categories of hotels and house-boats and regression analysis was also performed for 
studying the relationship between customer satisfaction and customers‟ loyalty under study. 
3.8    Limitations of the study 
It is for a century that the quality of goods and products has been considered and studied, but 
service quality has not been taken serious until the early 1980. Therefore, the limited research in 
this field and with no access to information and statistics is one of the important limitations as 
stated in the current research. Other limitations are as follows: 
 
1. The current research is limited to the “A” category (5 and 4 star) “B” category (3 star), 
and “C” category (2 star) hotels as well as “Deluxe”, “A” and “B” category house boats. 
The study does not include hotels and house-boats of other districts. 
   
2. The study was conducted in the months of May to August of 2012. It does not include the 
participation of guests who stayed in Kashmir Valley in other months particularly during 
winter 
 
3. Some tourists‟ do not know their rights as guests‟ because they are less educated. They 
prefer to suffer in silence rather raise their voice against poor service. Such guests 
expectedly cannot give a fair opinion about the quality of hospitality services. 
 
4. The generalization of the research conclusions to other hotels and house boats of Kashmir 
valley should be applied with care. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 CHAPTER IV 
     
   CONSUMER SATISFACTION IN 
HOTELS AND HOUSE-BOATS: A   
              COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 
 
  4.1    Introduction 
4.2.1   Over-all Consumer Satisfaction in Hotels and House-Boats 
4.2.2   Dimension-Wise Consumer Satisfaction in Hotels and House-Boats  
4.3.1  Consumer satisfaction and loyalty in Hotels  
4.3.2  Consumer satisfaction and loyalty in House-Boats 
 4.4    Consumer Satisfaction Variation across Demographic Variables 
 
This chapter presents the empirical findings of the study regarding consumer satisfaction 
and loyalty in hotel industry of Kashmir valley. Mean value of consumer satisfaction and 
standard deviations were computed separately for hotels and house-boats in the sample 
organization. Besides this, a t-test was performed to determine the level of difference in 
consumer satisfaction of hotels and house-boats. It also discusses consumer satisfaction variation 
across demographic variables among the sample organization. Results obtained from this 
analysis are presented in Table, 4.1-4.6.  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
4.1 Introduction 
 One of the major objectives of the study next to the research instrument was to measure 
the consumer satisfaction in hotels and house-boats, under reference. To achieve this objective, 
the first question was directed at the measurement of consumer satisfaction construct. William‟s 
(2003) unambiguously, supported the notion that consumers are satisfied when their judgment of 
the service they have received equals or exceeds what they expected. This can be expressed as:       
 CONSUMER SATISFACTION             =      PERCEPTION     =       EXPECTATIONS 
 CONSUMER DISATISFACTION        =      PERCEPTION     <       EXPECTATIONS 
 CONSUMER DELIGHT                       =      PERCEPTION      >       EXPECTATIONS  
Based on this conceptualization and operationalization consumer satisfaction, in the 
sample organization, has been measured with the help of self developed and statistically valid 
research instrument SERVPERF (Table 3.2a and 3.2b) instead of proposed service quality 
instrument by Parasuraman et al. (1988) widely known as SERVQUAL. As already stated in the 
previous chapter, respondents were asked to rate their level of satisfaction on a ten point strongly 
disagree/agree scale where one was strongly disagree and ten was strongly agree. Mean scores 
were calculated separately for hotels and house boats; under study and are presented below: 
 
 
 
4.2.1   Over-all Consumer Satisfaction Scores in Hotels and House-Boats 
 To measure the over-all consumer satisfaction in hotels and house boats, under study, 
mean scores on all dimensions were computed separately followed by t-test were which are 
shown in Table 4.1. 
 
Table- 4.1:  Over-All Comparative Consumer Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House   
                    Boats Averaged on all Dimensions 
S.NO Dimensions 
    
     Hotels 
 
    House-     
    Boats 
 
p-Value 
1 Tangibility 7.93 7.48 0.99 
2 Reliability 7.85 7.63 0.69 
3 Responsiveness 7.90 7.82 0.91 
4 Assurance 8.02 7.88 0.68 
5 Empathy 7.92 7.87 0.93 
       Total 7.92 7.73 
0.86 
        Rank 1 2 
Note: p<0.05 = significant, p>0.05 = insignificant at 5% level. 
 
 It is evident from Table 4.1, that hotels figure highest on the consumer satisfaction scores 
followed by house boats. The table also highlights variance across all dimensions in the sample 
organization. For example, Hotels figures high on consumer satisfaction scores on all 
dimensions. It figures high on Assurance (8.02) followed by Tangibility (7.93). In contrast, 
House boats figures low on all dimensions, in particular, on Tangibility (7.43) followed by 
Reliability (7.63) as compared to hotels. The data shows insignificant difference (p>0.05) in 
over-all consumer satisfaction between hotels and house-boats. This indicates that there is very 
less variation in consumer satisfaction between hotels and house-boats. 
 
 
4.2.2  Dimension Wise Analysis of Consumer Satisfaction in Hotels and   
          House-Boats 
Tangibility  
 The tangibility of hotels/house-boats services represents physical facilities like, broachers 
and pamphlets, employees neat appearance, interior and exterior decoration, appropriate location, 
neat and cleanliness of hotels, high quality meals etc. The satisfaction of consumers regarding 
these six factors based on their perception is given in table 4.2. 
 An introspection of the table 4.2 reveals that consumer satisfaction of both, hotels and 
house boats have been reported satisfactory. However, consumer satisfaction gap on tangibility (-
0.02) between the two service providers is relatively narrow 
   Table 4.2    Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House Boats on Tangibility 
  
         Elements of Tangibility 
 
         Hotels     House-Boats 
 
p-Value  
Mean 
St. 
Deviation 
 
Mean 
St. 
Deviation 
Brochures and pamphlets are 
visually presented. 
7.67 1.71 7.18 1.51 0.49 
Employee‟s neat appearance. 7.96 1.20 7.28 1.42 0.57 
Interior and exterior decoration is 
quite appealing. 
7.91 1.26 7.12 1.36 0.97 
Appropriate location. 8.11 1.06 8.07 1.19 0.72 
Neat and clean hotel. 8.15 1.06 8.12 1.16 0.82 
High quality meals. 7.83 1.40 7.11 1.47 0.79 
Total 7.93 1.28 7.48 1.35 
0.99 
Rank 1 2 
Note:  p<0.05=significant, p>0.05=insignificant at 5% level. 
Hotel guests are relatively more satisfied as is revealed by respective mean scores on 
brochures and pamphlets are visually presented (7.67) compared to (7.18) house boats, 
employees neat appearance (7.96) compared to (7.28) house boats, interior and exterior 
decoration is quite appealing (7.91) compared to (7.12) house boats, appropriate location (8.11) 
compared to (8.07) house boats, neat and cleanliness (8.15) compared to (8.12) house boats and 
high quality meals (7.83) compared to (7.11) house boats. The views expressed by the consumers 
in both hotels and house boats are consistent as the standard deviations (1.28) (1.35) in hotels 
and house boats is relatively low. Further the data brings to light that there is insignificant 
difference in the level of consumer satisfaction between hotels and house-boats on tangibility 
dimension. 
 
Reliability  
 In hotel industry, the reliability of the services includes promised services, verification of 
the reservation requests by front desk employees, providing accurate information and seeing 
whether the check in or check out time is not too long.  
    Table 4.3    Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Reliability 
 
       
             Elements of Reliability 
Hotels House-Boats  
 
 
p- Value 
 
 
 
Mean 
 
St. 
Deviation 
 
 
Mean 
 
St. 
Deviation 
Promised services. 7.91 1.30 7.66 1.34 0.71 
Front-desk employee verifies the 
reservation requests. 
7.69 1.59 7.43 1.50 0.70 
Providing accurate information. 7.84 1.28 7.42 1.32 0.41 
Check in or check out time is not too 
long. 
7.98 1.08 8.02 1.18 0.75 
                 Total 7.85 1.31 7.63 1.33 
0.69 
                 Rank  1 2 
Note:  p<0.05=significant, p>0.05=insignificant at 5% level. 
The Table 4.3 exhibits that the consumer satisfaction on reliability is relatively high 
(7.85) in hotels. However, house-boats, comparatively scored high on check in or check out time 
(8.02). The scores in both the hotels and house boats are consistent, standard deviation being 
1.31 and 1.33 respectively. Further the difference between hotels and house-boats on all elements 
reliability is insignificant (p>0.05).  
Its element-wise analysis reveals high mean scores on promised services (7.91), 
providing accurate information (7.84) and front desk employees verifying reservation requests 
(7.69) as against house-boats (7.66, 7.42 and 7.43 respectively). 
 
Responsiveness  
  A consumer feels highly satisfied when the service organization expresses the 
willingness to help him. Thus the availability, accessibility and timelines of the service, the 
ability to respond to enquiries and complaints in a timely and efficient manner are the crux of the 
responsiveness (Kilam, 2006). In the hotel industry, the main factors of responsiveness of service 
includes easy use of reservations, giving individual attention, willing to help guests, providing 
services without any delay, and having credible and courteous employees. The service 
performances scores of responsiveness dimension in hotels and house-boats, understudy, is 
exhibited in Table 4.4 
Table 4.4   Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Responsiveness 
  
    Elements of Responsiveness  
 
             Hotels     House-Boats 
 
p- 
Value 
 
Mean 
St. 
Deviation 
 
Mean 
St. 
Deviation 
Reservation is easy to use. 7.78 1.54 7.70 1.57 0.79 
Giving individual attention. 7.77 1.55 7.71 1.63 0.90 
Willing to help guests. 8.02 1.22 8.01 1.27 0.84 
Services without any delay. 8.08 1.17 8.02 1.33 0.93 
Credible and courteous employees. 7.85 1.50 7.66 1.52 0.59 
Total 7.90 1.39 7.82 1.46 
0.91 
Rank 1 2 
Note:  p<0.05=significant, p>0.05=insignificant at 5% level. 
The data clearly reveals that hotels are relatively high on responsiveness (7.90) as 
compared to the house-boats (7.82). The element-wise analysis of responsiveness brings to light 
relatively high satisfactory scores of hotels on services without delay (8.08), willingness to help 
guests (8.02), easy to use reservation (7.78) as against house-boats (8.02, 8.01 and 7.70 
respectively. Hotels are also high on credible and courteous employees (7.85), individual 
attention (7.77) as against house-boats (7.66 and 7.71 respectively) 
 
Assurance 
In a service encounter, the assurance of service is combination of Competence - having 
requisite skills and knowledge; Courtesy- politeness, respect, consideration; Credibility-        
trustworthiness, believability and honesty of the staff; and Security- freedom from danger, risk or 
doubt (Budhwar, 2005). 
The main aim of the assurance dimension is making the consumer feel safe in their 
dealings with the organization by being thoroughly professional and ethical. In hotel industry, 
the assurance means that hotel must be safe and secure, friendly staff, imparts confidence to 
guests and has time and knowledge to answer guests questions. Hotels have again out performed 
house-boats on assurance dimension as is revealed by high mean scores of 8.02 against the mean 
scores of 7.88 respectively. Its element-wise analysis brings to light relatively higher satisfaction 
scores on safe and secure hotel (8.18), followed by friendly staff (8.10) while as hotel guests are 
relatively less satisfied with the employees having time and knowledge to answer guests 
questions (7.82) followed by employees imparting confidence to guests. In respect of house-
boats, respondents have reported relatively higher level of satisfaction on house-boats friendly 
staff (8.02) followed by safe and secure house-boats (8.01). However, least satisfaction is 
observed on employees having time and knowledge to answer guests‟ questions (7.70) followed 
by employees imparting confidence to guests (7.80). The results (p-value) also reveals 
insignificant difference (p>0.05 at 95% confidence level) on assurance dimension and its various 
elements.  
 
 
     Table 4.5     Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Assurance 
 
    Elements of Assurance 
Hotels House-Boats  
 
p- Value 
 
Mean 
St. 
Deviation 
 
Mean 
St. 
Deviation 
 Safe and secure hotel. 8.18 1.05 8.01 1.20 0.04 
Imparts confidence to the guests. 7.80 1.31 7.80 1.42 0.99 
Friendly staff. 8.10 1.26 8.02 1.39 0.80 
Having time and knowledge to 
answer guest‟s questions. 
7.82 1.32 7.70 1.40 0.67 
Total 8.02 1.23 7.88 1.35 
0.68 
Rank 1 2 
Note:  p<0.05=significant, p>0.05=insignificant at 5% level. 
 
Empathy  
The degree, to which the organization and service personnel understand the individual 
consumer and his needs, the ability to adapt the service delivery to needs consumer and the 
willingness to go the extra to help the consumer represents empathy in a service (Kilam, 2006).  
The data on empathy dimension (Table 4.6) brings to light relatively higher satisfaction 
scores (7.92) of hotels as compared to house-boats (7.87). Element-wise analysis reveals higher 
level of consumer satisfaction for both hotels and house-boats on polite staff and providing 
services with smile (8.20 and 8.15), understanding guests specific needs (8.14 and 8.10), 
convenient operating hours (8.07 and 8.01), and guests best interest at heart (7.98 and 7.92) 
respectively respondents of  both hotels and house-boats have reported relatively lower level of 
satisfaction on calling by name (7.38 and 7.42) and good communication capability (7.84 
and7.72) followed by understanding guests requirements (7.89 and 7.81) respectively.  
Further, the data shows insignificant difference (p > 0.05, at 5% level) in the level of 
consumer satisfaction of hotels and house-boats. 
 
      
Table 4.6     Comparative Satisfaction Scores of Hotels and House-Boats on Empathy 
  
        Elements of Empathy 
 
         Hotels     House-Boats  
p- 
Value 
 
   Mean 
     St. 
Deviation 
 
    Mean 
     St. 
Deviation 
Calling by name. 7.38 2.13 7.42 1.20 0.69 
Understanding guests requirements. 7.89 1.27 7.81 1.42 0.97 
Good communication capability. 7.84 1.29 7.72 1.39 0.97 
Polite staff and providing services 
with smile. 
8.20 1.25 8.15 1.40 0.70 
Convenient operating hours 8.07 1.24 8.01 1.20 0.76 
Understanding guest‟s specific needs. 8.14 1.12 8.10 1.42 0.92 
Guests‟ best interest at heart. 7.98 1.12 7.92 1.39 0.92 
Total 7.92 1.34 7.87 1.35 
 
0.93 
Rank 1 2 
Note: p<0.05=significant, p>0.05=insignificant at 5% level. 
 
4.3.1  Consumer satisfaction and Loyalty in Hotels  
Customer satisfaction and customer loyalty are the major facilitators of service quality. 
Customer loyalty happens when customers are highly satisfied, there is repeated purchasing by 
the same customers and their willingness to recommend the product to other customers without 
any outright benefits (Heskett, et.al., 1997) and eventually the repeated usages would generate 
positive and quantifiable financial results (Duffy, et.al., 2003). Among the economic benefits of 
customer satisfaction and loyalty, are improvements in retention and increase in the share of a 
company. Therefore, monitoring customer loyalty has become an important focus for all 
managers in service sector particularly in the hospitality industry. Failure to recognize the power 
of customer satisfaction, especially their emotions, could destroy the power of customer retention 
and loyalty. Therefore, the management‟s greatest challenge lies not only on attracting customers 
but specifically on identifying customer satisfaction individually.  
In line with one of the objectives of the study (strength of relationship between consumer 
satisfaction and loyalty) mean scores averaged on all dimensions of customer satisfaction and 
loyalty were calculated separately followed by the regression analysis to understand the 
relationship between consumer satisfaction and loyalty. The results of the said calculation are 
presented in tables 4.7 and 4.9. 
 
                 Table 4.7           Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty Scores in Hotels 
Consumer Satisfaction Loyalty 
Dimensions of 
consumer satisfaction 
Mean scores Elements of loyalty Mean scores 
Tangibility 
 
7.93 
(2) 
 
Overall I am satisfied with the services of 
this hotel/house boat. 
8.23 
(4) 
Reliability 
 
7.85 
(5) 
 
My visit to this hotel/house boat exceeds my 
expectations. 
8.06 
(7) 
I will speak highly of this hotel/house boat to 
my friends and relatives. 
8.13 
(6) 
Responsiveness 7.90 
(4) 
 
In this hotel/house boat I am satisfied with 
the staff manners. 
8.21 
(5) 
Assurances 8.02 
(1) 
 
I consider performance of this hotel/house 
boat strong. 
8.25 
(3) 
In this hotel/house boat, I feel at home. 
8.30 
(2) 
Empathy 
7.92 
(3) If I have to select again a hotel/house boat in 
Kashmir, I would choose this hotel only. 
8.44 
(1) 
Over-all Consumer 
Satisfaction 
7.92 Over-all Loyalty 
 
      8.23 
Note: figures within parenthesis are ranks to respective consumer satisfaction dimensions and elements of loyalty. 
  
 
 
Respondents have reported relatively higher level of satisfaction and higher level of 
loyalty as reflected by their respective mean scores (7.92, 8.23 respectively). Dimension-wise 
analysis of customer satisfaction reveals relatively higher satisfaction level on assurance 
followed by tangibility while as reliability followed by responsiveness is reported relatively low. 
Element-wise analysis  of loyalty shows higher satisfaction on choosing the same hotel (1
st
 
ranked) followed by feeling at home while as the visit to the hotel exceeds my expectations was 
ranked the least followed by positively word of mouth to friends and relatives (6
th
 ranked). These 
scores clearly reveal close association between consumer satisfaction and loyalty. 
 Regression analysis followed by graph was performed to validate the above research 
finding (Table 4.8). The results (β =.993, p<0.01, t= 73.49) clearly shows positive and significant 
relationship between consumer satisfaction and consumer loyalty.  
 
    Table 4.8         Regression Results of Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty in Hotels 
 Coefficient t- value Significance 
Constant -0.112 -1.29 0.2** 
Satisfaction 0.993 73.49 0.01* 
R 0.993   
R
2
 0.986   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1 
 
 
 
4.3.2   Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty in House-Boats 
  In order to find relationship between consumer satisfaction and loyalty in house-boats, 
mean values, in the same way, were calculated separately for customer satisfaction and loyalty 
followed by regression analysis. The results from this analysis are shown in Table 4.9. In house-
boats higher level of satisfaction was reported by respondents on all dimensions of customer 
satisfaction. The mean values clearly show higher level of satisfaction on assurance followed by 
empathy whereas tangibility and reliability was reported low. On loyalty construct higher level 
of satisfaction was reported on choosing the same hotel (1
st
 ranked) followed by feeling at home 
while as the visit to the hotel exceeds my expectations was ranked the least followed by 
positively word of mouth to friends and relatives (6
th
 ranked). The over-all consumer satisfaction 
(7.73) clearly reveals positive relationship with loyalty. 
     Table 4.9               Consumer Satisfaction Scores and Loyalty of House-Boats  
Consumer Satisfaction Loyalty 
Dimensions of 
consumer satisfaction 
Mean scores Elements of loyalty Mean scores 
 
Tangibility 
 
7.48 
(5) 
Overall I am satisfied with the services of 
this hotel/house boat. 
8.23 
(4) 
Reliability 
7.63 
(4) 
 
My visit to this hotel/house boat exceeds my 
expectations. 
8.06 
(7) 
Responsiveness 
 
7.82 
(3) 
I will speak highly of this hotel/house boat to 
my friends and relatives. 
8.13 
(6) 
In this hotel/house boat I am satisfied with 
the staff manners. 
8.21 
(5) 
Assurances 
 
7.88 
(1) 
 
I consider performance of this hotel/house 
boat strong. 
8.25 
(3) 
Empathy 
7.87 
(2) 
In this hotel/house boat, I feel at home. 
8.30 
(2) 
If I have to select again a hotel/house boat in 
Kashmir, I would choose this hotel only. 
8.44 
(1) 
Over-all Consumer 
Satisfaction 
7.73 Over-all Loyalty 
 
      8.23 
Note: figures within parenthesis are ranks to respective consumer satisfaction dimensions and elements of loyalty. 
In the same way regression analysis for house-boats, followed by graph was performed to 
validate the above research finding (Table 4.10). The results (β =.995, p<0.01, t= 135.16) clearly 
shows positive and significant relationship between consumer satisfaction and consumer loyalty.  
     Table 4.10   Regression Results of Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty in House-boats 
 Coefficient t- value Significance 
Constant -0.127 -2.694 0.4** 
Satisfaction 0.995 135.166 0.01* 
R 0.995   
R
2
 0.990   
  
Figure 4.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.4  Consumer Satisfaction in Hotels and House-Boats across Demographic 
Variables 
Service organizations need to provide consistent service quality in order to increase 
consumer satisfaction and loyalty and also to maintain/increase their market share/profitability. 
In an attempt to study consumer satisfaction across demographic variables, mean scores were 
calculated separately for hotels and house-boats for different variables. Results of same are 
discussed as under: 
Consumer Satisfaction Variation and Age  
 With a view to measure the consumer satisfaction variation, if any, of different age 
groups of sample organization, respondents were categorized in four age groups viz., 20-30 
years, 31-40 years, 41-50 years and above 51 years. Consumer satisfaction scores were 
calculated for each group and separately for hotels and house-boats as shown in Table 4.11. It is 
evident that hotels figures reasonably high on consumer satisfaction scores across all dimensions.  
The dimension-wise analysis of Table 4.11 shows that in the age group of 20-30 years 
hotels figures fairly high on consumer satisfaction scores on reliability (8.90) followed by 
assurance (8.86) while as they figured relatively low on tangibility (7.28) followed by 
responsiveness (8.76). House-boats also scores reasonably high on reliability (7.28) followed by 
assurance (7.26) while as they figured relatively low on responsiveness (7.16) followed by 
tangibility (7.20). 
In the 2
nd
 age group of 31-40 years both hotels and house-boats figures high on consumer 
satisfaction scores on assurance (8.56, 7.00 respectively) followed by responsiveness (8.50, 6.96 
respectively) while as tangibility (7.28, 5.98) and reliability (8.36, 6.86) figures low on consumer 
satisfaction scores in both hotels and house-boats. 
In the age group of 41-50 years consumer satisfaction scores of hotels is high on empathy 
(8.78) followed by tangibility (8.76), while as consumer satisfaction scores are low on reliability 
(8.62) followed by assurance (8.72). House-boats, however, are high on tangibility (7.18) 
followed by responsiveness (7.16) and reliability (7.10) while as consumer satisfaction scores are 
low on reliability (7.10) followed by empathy (7.12). 
In the age group of above 50 years both hotel and house-boats figure high on consumer 
satisfaction scores on assurance followed by tangibility (9.14,7.48 and 9.12,7.46 respectively), 
while as satisfaction scores are low on reliability (8.80, 7.22) followed by empathy (8.98, 7.36).  
 
Consumer Satisfaction Variation and Gender 
 To study consumer satisfaction variation by gender, respondents were categorized into 
male and female groups. The consumer satisfaction scores of two groups for both hotels and 
house-boat are presented in Table 4.12 which clearly reveals that male respondents in both hotels 
and house-boats have reported relatively higher satisfaction (8.64 and 7.08) compared to their 
counter parts (8.70 and 7.12). 
 Dimension-wise analysis, in case of male respondents of hotels, reveals highest 
satisfaction on assurance (8.72) and tangibility (8.70) while as comparatively least satisfaction is 
observed on reliability (8.56) followed by empathy (8.64). In case of house-boats male 
respondents are relatively more satisfied on assurance and empathy (7.16 and 7.10 respectively) 
while as they are relatively less satisfied on reliability (7.00) followed by tangibility (7.06).  
 Data on Table 4.8 clearly shows that hotels once again have out-performed house-boats 
on satisfaction scores. In case of hotels, female respondents are more satisfied (relatively) on 
assurance for both hotels and house-boats (8.74 and 7.16). However, relatively least satisfaction 
is reported by female respondents on empathy (8.66) and responsiveness (8.68) in hotels. In case 
of house-boats, female respondents have reported least satisfaction on responsiveness (7.08) 
followed by reliability (7.10).  
 
Consumer Satisfaction Variation and Education 
 With a view to study consumer satisfaction variations of hotels and house-boats, if any, 
of sample organization, at different levels of education, respondents were grouped into three 
levels viz., up to secondary level; graduation; and post graduation. Mean perceptions of 
respondents were calculated for both hotel and house-boat separately and are presented in Table 
4.13. The overall analysis of Table 4.13 reveals that hotels figure relatively high on consumer 
satisfaction scores in all educated groups. 
 Dimension-wise analysis of the 1
st
 education group shows relatively high consumer 
satisfaction scores of hotels on empathy (8.34) and assurance (8.30) while as satisfaction scores 
are low on tangibility (6.98) followed by reliability (8.12) dimension. In house-boats satisfaction 
score is high on assurance (6.92) followed by empathy (6.82) while as satisfaction score is low 
on tangibility (5.36) followed by responsiveness (6.66). 
 In the 2
nd
 education group (graduation), respondents have different perceptions of their 
respective lodging services. In both hotels and house-boats reliability (8.74, 7.16 respectively) 
figures relatively low followed by assurance (8.76, 7.18 respectively) while as empathy (9.28, 
8.42) figures comparatively high on satisfaction scores followed by tangibility (8.84, 7.24 
respectively) in hotels and house-boats.  
 The data on  Table 4.13 brings to light that respondents belong to the 3
rd
 group (post 
graduates) of both hotels and house-boats have reported relatively higher satisfaction on 
assurance (8.66 and 7.08) and responsiveness (8.64 and 7.06) followed by tangibility (8.62 and 
7.04 respectively). Least satisfaction, however, was reported on empathy (7.22 and 5.90) 
respectively in both hotels and house-boats.        
 
Consumer Satisfaction Variation and Length of Stay  
 With a view to measure consumer satisfaction variation and length of stay of sample 
organization, respondents were divided into four groups, viz., 1
st
 group for 1-6 days, 2
nd
 group 
for 7-12 days, 3
rd
 group for 13-18 days, and 4
th
 group for more-than 19 days. The comparative 
consumer satisfaction scores are reported in Table 4.14 which reveals higher satisfaction levels 
in hotels (ranked 1st) among all four groups.  
 The dimension-wise analysis of 1
st
 group (1-6 days) in hotels reported relatively higher 
satisfaction on responsiveness followed by assurance (9.08 and 8.70 respectively) while as 
empathy followed by reliability (7.50 and 8.56) are reported low on satisfaction scores. In house-
boats, respondents were more satisfied with assurance followed by tangibility (7.14 and 7.12 
respectively) while as respondents were relatively less satisfied with empathy (5.98) followed by 
responsiveness (6.54). 
 Respondents of 2
nd
 group (7-12 days) of both hotels and house-boats have reported 
relatively higher satisfaction on empathy (8.68 and 7.12 respectively) followed by assurance 
(8.66 and 7.10 respectively) while as relatively least satisfaction was observed on responsiveness 
followed by reliability (7.10, 5.80 and 8.56, 7.00 respectively). 
 Respondents of 3
rd
 group (13-18 days) of both hotels and house-boats have revealed 
higher level of satisfaction on tangibility (8.98 and 7.34 respectively). However, they exhibited 
minor differences in their satisfaction levels on their dimensions of service quality. In hotels, 
respondents are highly satisfied relatively next to tangibility on responsiveness (ranked 2
nd
) 
followed by reliability (ranked 3
rd
) while as least satisfaction was observed on empathy followed 
by assurance (ranked 5
th
 and 4
th
 respectively). In house-boats least satisfaction, however, was 
observed on responsiveness (ranked 5
th
) followed by empathy (ranked 4
th
) and assurance (ranked 
3
rd
). 
 In groups 4
th
 (more than 19 days) respondents of both hotels and house-boats have 
reported highest level of satisfaction (comparatively) on responsiveness and empathy (ranked 1
st
 
and 2
nd
 respectively) while as relatively least satisfaction was observed on tangibility followed 
by reliability (ranked 5
th
 and 4
th
 respectively). 
 
Consumer Satisfaction Variation and Nationality 
 To study consumer satisfaction variation by nationality, respondents were categorized as 
Indians and foreigners. Mean scores of hotels and house-boats were calculated separately as 
shown in Table 4.15. The data clearly reveals that hotels figures high on overall consumer 
satisfaction scores for both groups ranked 1
st
 while as house-boats figure relatively low on 
consumer satisfaction scores. 
 The dimension wise analysis of group 1
st 
Indians reveals high satisfaction scores on 
responsiveness (8.78) and (8.84) of both hotels and house-boats followed by assurance (8.68) 
and (7.12) while as low satisfaction scores on reliability (8.54) and (6.98) followed by empathy 
(8.62) and (7.06) respectively. 
 The respondents of group 2
nd
 foreigners have different perceptions about satisfaction for 
both types of lodging services. The satisfaction scores are comparatively low on responsiveness 
(9.08) followed by tangibility (9.12) while as satisfaction scores are high on reliability (9.18) 
followed by assurance (9.16) in hotels. In case of house-boats while as satisfaction scores are 
high on assurance (7.52) followed by reliability (7.50) but the said scores are low on tangibility 
(7.14) followed by responsiveness (7.44). 
 
Consumer Satisfaction Variation and Purpose of Visit 
 With a view to measure consumer satisfaction variation, if any, and the purpose of visit 
of sample organization, respondents were categorized into five groups‟ viz., business, 
pilgrimage, leisure/holidays, visiting friends/relatives, and sports. Mean scores on each group 
was calculated separately for hotels and house-boats and have been presented in Table 4.16. The 
data on the Table clearly shows higher satisfaction levels (ranked 1
st
 ) of hotels in all groups.   
 The dimension wise analysis of Table 4.16 shows that in the 1
st
 group (business) 
satisfaction scores are relatively high on tangibility (8.72) and (7.14) followed by reliability 
(6.68), (7.06) in both the hotels and house-boats respectively, while as satisfaction scores are low 
on assurance (4.42) followed by responsiveness (6.46) in case of hotels. In house-boats scores 
are low on empathy (6.18) followed by assurance (6.22). 
 In the 2
nd
 group (pilgrimage) hotels figure comparatively high on satisfaction scores on 
tangibility (8.24) followed by responsiveness (8.14) while scores are comparatively low on 
empathy (6.18) followed by assurance (8.10). In house-boats satisfaction is high on tangibility 
(6.74) followed by reliability (6.64) while satisfaction is low on empathy (4.38) followed by 
assurance (5.98). 
 In the 3
rd
 group (leisure/holiday) hotels figures comparatively high on assurance (8.74) 
followed by tangibility (8.72) while as scores are comparatively low on reliability (8.60) 
followed by empathy (8.66). In house-boats tangibility (7.16) figured high followed by 
responsiveness (7.12) while as empathy (6.24) figured low followed by assurance (6.44). 
 Satisfaction scores of hotels in the 4
th
 group (visiting friends/ relatives) is high on 
responsiveness (7.02) followed by reliability (6.96) while as low satisfaction scores has been 
observed on tangibility (5.54) followed by empathy (6.60). In house-boats, tangibility (6.76) 
figured high satisfaction followed by responsiveness (6.56) and low satisfaction is figured on 
empathy (6.04) followed by reliability (6.24).   
 Satisfaction scores of hotels in the last group (sports) satisfaction score is comparatively 
high on reliability (7.08) followed by assurance (7.06) while as it is low on empathy (6.60) 
followed by tangibility (6.62). In house-boats, assurance figured high on satisfaction score (7.44) 
followed by empathy (7.04) while as tangibility (5.20) figured low followed by responsiveness 
(5.38). 
 
Consumer Satisfaction Variation and Types of Hotels and House-Boats 
 With a view to study consumer satisfaction variations, if any, in different hotels/house-
boats of sample organization, hotels/house-boats were divided into three groups as “A”/ “deluxe” 
category, “B” / “A” category, “C” / “B” category. Mean value on each category was calculated 
separately for hotels and house-boats, results of same are shown in Table 4.17. The data clearly 
shows higher satisfaction level (ranked 1
st
) of hotels in all categories. 
The dimension wise analysis of group 1
st
 from Table 4.17, shows that hotels figure high 
on tangibility (8.92) followed by assurance (8.84) while as relatively low satisfaction is reported 
on reliability (8.62) followed by empathy (6.80). “Deluxe” category house boats figures high on 
assurance (7.26) followed by tangibility (7.22) while as they are low on empathy (7.16) followed 
by reliability (7.18) 
The respondents of group 2
nd 
of both hotels and house-boats have reported higher 
satisfaction (comparatively) on tangibility (ranked 1
st
) followed by assurance (ranked 2
nd
) while 
as reliability (ranked 5
th
) figured low followed by responsiveness. 
 
The respondents of group 3
rd
 in hotels reported high satisfaction scores relatively on 
assurance (6.70) followed by responsiveness (8.62) while as reliability (8.46) is reported 
relatively low followed by empathy (8.58). In house-boats, responsiveness (7.08) figures high 
followed by tangibility (7.06) while as low satisfaction score was observed on assurance (5.50) 
followed by reliability (6.94). 
 Consumer Satisfaction Variation and Number of Visits to Valley 
 To study consumer satisfaction variations by the number of visits to valley, the 
respondents were categorized into four groups‟ viz., 1st visit, 2nd visit, 3rd visit and 4th visit. Mean 
value of each group calculated separately for hotels and house-boats are shown in Table 4.18. 
The data on said Table clearly shows relatively higher satisfaction scores (ranked 1
st
) of hotels in 
comparison of house-boats. 
The dimension wise analysis reveals that consumer satisfaction scores of hotels on 1
st
 
group figures comparatively high on assurance (ranked 1
st
) followed by tangibility while as 
satisfaction scores are low on empathy (5
th
) followed by reliability. In case of house-boats, 
satisfaction score is comparatively high on assurance (ranked 1
st
) followed by tangibility while 
as scores are low on reliability (ranked 5
th
) followed by empathy. 
 Over-all consumer satisfaction scores as reported by 2
nd
 group (2
nd
 visit) in hotels figures 
high on empathy (9.40) followed by tangibility (8.76) while as satisfaction score low on 
responsiveness (6.64) followed by assurance (8.58). In house-boats satisfaction scores are 
comparatively high on responsiveness (9.02) followed by empathy (8.54) and low on assurance 
(7.02) followed by reliability (7.08). 
 In the 3
rd
 group (3
rd
 visit) satisfaction score of hotels is comparatively high on reliability 
(ranked 1
st
) followed by tangibility and low on empathy (ranked 5
th
) followed by assurance 
(8.18). House-boats figures high on tangibility (ranked 1
st
) followed by responsiveness while as 
scores are comparatively low on empathy (ranked 5
th
) followed by reliability  
 In the 4
th
 group (4
th
 visit) hotel figures high on reliability (9.02) followed by assurance 
(9.00) while as they are low on responsiveness (8.80) followed by tangibility (8.82). House-boats 
in comparison, figures high on reliability (7.40) followed by assurance (7.38) while as they are 
low on responsiveness (7.22) followed by tangibility (7.24).   
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5.1     Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels and House-Boats  
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5.2.2   Dimension wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels  
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5.3.1   Over-all Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats 
5.3.2   Dimension wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats 
5.3.3   Element wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats 
 
 
This chapter discusses the empirical findings of the study regarding the consumer 
satisfaction variances in Hotels and House-Boats among sample organization.  
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
5.1 Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels and House-Boats: A   
     Comparative Analysis 
 The third objective of the study was to study the consumer satisfaction variances in hotels 
and house-boats on critical hotel service dimensions. To achieve this objective mean values and 
standard deviation for hotels and house-boats were computed separately to understand variance 
in consumer satisfaction in the sample organization. One way ANNOVA was also performed 
separately for hotels and house-boats to understand over-all, dimension-wise and element-wise 
variance in consumer satisfaction. The results obtained from this computation are presented in 
Tables: 5.1-5.14.  
5.2.1  Over-all Consumer Satisfaction Variances among Different Categories   
          of Hotels  
 Table 5.1 summarizes data regarding overall consumer satisfaction variance in hotels and 
brings to light that there is insignificant variance (p>0.05) in consumer satisfaction among 
different categories of hotels with explained variance of 24.58 percent. The over-all mean score 
of different hotels - A, B and C categories are 8.05, 7.92 and 7.85 respectively which clearly 
reveals minor variation in consumer satisfaction scores. In other words, it explains that all hotels, 
under study, are providing satisfactory services to their guests. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
    Table 5.1                    Overall Consumer Satisfaction Variances in Hotels 
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8.05 
7.92 
7.85 
 
1.87 
1.95 
1.89 
 
 
 
4.220 
 
 
 
17.162 
 
 
 
24.58 
 
 
 
0.148 
 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level  
 
5.2.2    Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels: Dimension-wise 
Table 5.2 presents dimension-wise data regarding consumer satisfaction of hotel services 
and brings to light that variance among hotels, on assurance dimension is relatively highest 
(34.87 percent) followed by reliability (31.01). These research findings suggest that hotels need 
to take steps to improve on tangibility dimension. Other important research findings is that all 
hotels under study, except “A” category hotels, need to invest on reliability in terms of providing 
promised services, verifying reservation requests accurately and providing accurate information 
like hotel facilities, recreational facilities and tourists attraction places etc to improve the over-all 
satisfaction levels among guests. Data also reveals that hotels show much less variance on 
tangibility as compared to other dimensions but the variance in mean scores of different 
categories of hotels indicate heterogeneity on tangibility dimension. The data on remaining 
dimensions of satisfaction levels of hotel services (responsiveness, empathy) reveals low 
variance (27.23, 23.37 percent) in hotels, among sample organization. Further, data clearly 
shows insignificant (p>0.05) variance in all dimensions of hotel services among sample 
organization.  
 
 
           Table 5.2:               Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels: Dimension-wise 
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Tangibility 
A 
B 
C 
 
7.06 
7.95 
7.82 
 
 
1.60 
1.56 
1.38 
 
2.55 12.21 20.88 0.688 
Reliability 
A 
B 
C 
    8.25 
7.74 
7.75 
1.62 
1.81 
1.73 
3.43 11.22 31.01 0.374 
Responsiveness 
A 
B 
C 
8.23 
7.81 
7.81 
1.58 
1.92 
1.66 
4.35 15.97 27.23 0.934 
Assurance 
A 
B 
C 
8.32 
7.87 
7.84 
1.48 
1.77 
1.74 
4.30 12.33 34.87 
   
0.841 
Empathy 
A 
B 
C 
8.12 
7.91 
7.79 
1.73 
1.57 
1.63 
3.35 14.33 23.37 0.928 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level 
 
5.2.3  Element-wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels  
          Tangibility 
 Data on Table 5.3 clearly shows insignificant variance (p>0.05) in hotel services on 
tangibility with explained variance of 20.88 percent. These findings reveal satisfactory services 
provided by hotels, under reference, to their respective guests. There is less variation in the 
quality of services (on tangibility dimension) provided by hotels to their respective guests. The 
element-wise analysis of the aforementioned dimension brings to light that variance among 
sample organization is highest (57.04 percent) on appropriate location of hotels. However, the 
variance among sample organization is lowest on high quality meals (22.38 percent). The 
variance on the remaining elements of tangibility in hotels varies from (44.29 percent) to (29.37 
percent).  
 
           Table 5.3:         Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Tangibility 
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Brochures and pamphlets are 
visually presented. 
A 
B 
C 
7.40 
7.62 
7.83 
2.16 
1.82 
1.37 
2.25 7.66 29.37 0.469 
Employee‟s neat appearance. 
A 
B 
C 
8.23 
7.98 
7.82 
1.11 
1.37 
1.10 
1.30 4.35 29.88 0.251 
Interior and exterior decoration 
is quite appealing. 
A 
B 
C 
8.29 
7.94 
7.72 
 
1.41 
1.15 
1.23 
 
2.79 7.11 39.24 0.090 
Appropriate location. 
A 
B 
C 
8.49 
8.23 
7.86 
1.12 
1.05 
0.99 
5.06 8.87 57.04 0.061 
Neat and clean hotel. 
A 
B 
C 
8.63 
8.15 
7.92 
 
1.11 
1.06 
0.95 
 
3.96 8.94 44.29 0.064 
High quality meals. 
A 
B 
C 
8.09 
7.83 
7.79 
1.09 
1.38 
1.26 
1.09 4.87 22.38 0.051 
Tangibility 
A 
B 
C 
7.06 
7.95 
7.82 
 
1.60 
1.56 
1.38 
 
2.55 12.21 20.88 0.688 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level 
 
Reliability 
 It is evident from the data on Table 5.4 that there is insignificant (p>0.05) variance on 
reliability in hotel service among the sample organization with explained variance of 31.01 
percent. Element-wise analysis also reveals insignificant variance (p>0.05) on all elements of 
reliability in hotel service among the sample organization. Data also brings to light highest 
explained variance among the sample organization on providing accurate information (44.52 
percent) followed by promised services (40.38 percent) while as least explained variance is 
observed on check-in or check-out time (32.10 percent) followed by front desk employees 
verifying reservation requests (34.88 percent). 
        Table 5.4:             Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Reliability           
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Promised services. 
A 
B 
C 
8.29 
7.92 
7.72 
1.23 
1.14 
1.43 
3.78 9.36 40.38 0.108 
 Front-desk employee verifies 
the reservation requests. 
A 
B 
C 
8.17 
7.40 
7.69 
1.36 
1.90 
1.41 
2.33 6.68 34.88 0.083 
 Providing accurate 
information. 
A 
B 
C 
8.26 
7.77 
7.69 
1.20 
1.30 
1.28 
1.95 4.38 44.52 0.089 
Check in or check out time is 
not too long. 
A 
B 
C 
8.29 
7.89 
7.92 
1.07 
1.09 
1.08 
2.00 6.23 32.10 0.182 
Reliability 
 
A 
B 
C 
    8.25 
7.74 
7.75 
1.62 
1.81 
1.73 
3.43 11.22 31.01 0.374 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level 
 
 
Responsiveness 
 Insignificant variance (p>0.05) is observed on responsiveness dimension of hotel service 
among the sample organization (Table 5.5). The data clearly shows minor variation in the mean 
scores (8.23, 7.81 and 7.81) of various categories of hotels - A, B and C respectively. Element-
wise analysis brings to light relatively highest explained variance on credible and courteous 
employees (47.30 percent) followed by easy to use reservation (42.66 percent) while as least 
explained variance is observed on service without delay (13.87 percent) followed by individual 
attention (28.57 percent) in hotel services among the sample organization. Further, all elements 
of responsiveness have insignificant variation (p>0.05) among the sample organization.   
       Table 5.5:           Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Responsiveness           
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 Reservation is easy to use. 
A 
B 
C 
8.09 
7.57 
7.80 
1.38 
1.93 
1.27 
1.86 4.36 42.66 0.303 
Giving individual attention. 
A 
B 
C 
8.14 
7.72 
7.63 
1.35 
1.46 
1.71 
1.16 4.06 28.57 0.273 
Willing to help guests. 
A 
B 
C 
8.26 
8.04 
7.90 
1.24 
1.21 
1.22 
1.49 4.60 32.39 0.371 
Services without any delay. 
A 
B 
C 
8.26 
8.08 
8.00 
1.12 
1.25 
1.16 
0.77 5.55 13.87 0.575 
Credible and courteous 
employees. 
A 
B 
C 
8.40 
7.68 
7.72 
1.26 
1.84 
1.28 
3.68 7.78 47.30 0.051 
Responsiveness 
 
A 
B 
C 
8.23 
7.81 
7.81 
1.58 
1.92 
1.66 
4.35 15.97 27.23 0.934 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level 
Assurance 
 The data on Table 5.6 brings to fore insignificant variation on assurance with explained 
variance of 34.87 percent among the sample organization. The mean scores (8.32, 7.87 and 7.84) 
of A, B and C category hotels respectively clearly shows variation in the quality of service 
provided by different hotels to their respective guests. Elements-wise analysis reveals relatively 
highest-explained variance on imparting confidence to guests (48.93 percent) followed by having 
time and knowledge to answer guests‟ questions (47.41 percent). Least explained variance was, 
however, observed on safe and secure hotel (36.88 percent) followed by friendly staff (45.05 
percent). The hotels in the sample organization have shown insignificant variance (p>0.05) on all 
elements of assurance. 
           Table 5.6:           Consumer Satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Assurance          
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Safe and secure hotel. 
A 
B 
C 
8.49 
8.06 
8.14 
1.04 
1.24 
1.33 
2.08 5.67 36.68 0.154 
Imparts confidence to the 
guests. 
A 
B 
C 
8.14 
7.77 
7.66 
1.19 
1.42 
1.28 
2.75 5.62 48.93 0.204 
Friendly staff. 
A 
B 
C 
8.14 
7.77 
7.66 
1.19 
1.42 
1.28 
3.89 8.63 45.05 0.047 
Having time and knowledge 
to answer guests‟ questions. 
A 
B 
C 
8.54 
8.09 
7.90 
1.04 
1.24 
1.33 
2.30 4.82 47.71 0.273 
 
Assurance 
 
A 
B 
C 
8.32 
7.87 
7.84 
1.48 
1.77 
1.74 
4.30 12.33 34.87 0.841 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level 
 
Empathy 
  There is insignificant variation (p>0.05) on empathy among the hotels in sample 
organization. Mean score on empathy of A category hotels reveals relatively higher (8.12) level 
of guest satisfaction in comparison to B and C category hotels. Element-wise analysis of the said 
dimension reveals insignificant variance on all elements among the sample organization. The 
data also brings to light highest (relatively) explained variance (36.39 percent) on polite staff and 
providing service with smile followed by understanding guests‟ requests (33.33 percent). Least 
variance, however, is observed on convenient operating hours (12.13 percent) followed by good 
communication capability (16.03 percent). 
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
         Table 5.7:             Consumer satisfaction Variance in Hotels on Empathy           
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Calling by name. 
A 
B 
C 
7.49 
7.11 
7.65 
2.36 
2.29 
1.67 
3.09 12.38 24.95 0.510 
Understanding requirements. 
A 
B 
C 
8.31 
8.02 
7.59 
1.35 
1.12 
1.28 
3.75 11.25 33.33 0.014 
Good communication 
capability. 
A 
B 
C 
8.00 
7.92 
7.72 
1.37 
1.12 
1.38 
1.15 7.17 16.03 0.504 
Polite staff and providing 
services with smile. 
A 
B 
C 
8.46 
8.25 
8.06 
1.12 
1.18 
1.37 
1.94 5.33 36.39 0.296 
Convenient operating hours 
A 
B 
C 
8.23 
8.15 
7.94 
1.31 
1.13 
1.30 
1.17 9.64 12.13 0.471 
 Guests‟ best interest at heart 
A 
B 
C 
8.26 
8.02 
7.82 
1.17 
1.03 
1.16 
1.03 6.55 15.72 0.447 
              Empathy 
 
A 
B 
C 
8.12 
7.91 
7.79 
1.73 
1.57 
1.63 
3.35 14.33 23.37 0.928 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.3.1 Over-all Consumer Satisfaction Variances among Different Categories   
         of House-Boats   
 Table 5.8 summarizes data regarding overall variance in consumer satisfaction levels in 
house-boats and brings to light that there is insignificant variance (p>0.05) in consumer 
satisfaction among different categories of house-boats with explained variance of 23.55 percent. 
The over-all mean scores of different house-boats- Deluxe, A and B category are 7.98, 7.92 and 
7.83 respectively which clearly reveals minor variation in consumer satisfaction scores. In other 
words, it explains that all house-boats, under study, are providing satisfactory services to their 
guests. 
        Table 5.8               Overall Consumer satisfaction Variances in House-Boats 
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Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.98 
7.92 
7.83 
 
1.87 
1.96 
1.89 
 
3.98 16.90 23.55 
 
 
 
0.879 
 
 
 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5 % level 
 
5.3.2    Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats: Dimension-wise 
Table 5.9 presents dimension-wise data regarding consumer satisfaction of house-boat 
services and brings to light that variance among house-boats, on empathy dimension is highest 
(25.19 percent), followed by reliability (24.44 percent). These research findings suggest that like 
hotels house-boats also need to take steps to improve on tangibility dimension. Other important 
research findings is that all house-boats under study, except “Deluxe” category house-boats, need 
to invest  on reliability in terms of providing promised services, verifying reservation requests 
accurately and providing accurate information like house-boat facilities, recreational facilities 
and tourists attraction places etc to improve the over-all satisfaction levels among guests. Data 
also reveals that house-boats show much less variance on tangibility as compared to other 
dimensions but the variance in mean scores of different categories of house-boats indicates 
heterogeneity on tangibility dimension. The data on remaining dimensions of satisfaction levels 
of house-boats (responsiveness, assurance) reveals low variance (22.50, 23.61 percent) in house-
boats among the sample organization. Further, data clearly shows insignificant (p>0.05) variance 
in all dimensions of hotel services among sample organization. 
        Table 5.9:      Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boat across Dimension  
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Tangibility 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.97 
7.89 
7.88 
1.51 
1.77 
 1.56 
1.58 10.75 14.69 0.688 
Reliability 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.91 
7.77 
7.62 
1.65 
2.02 
1.80 
2.44 9.98 24.44 0.374 
Responsiveness 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.94 
7.81 
7.85 
1.66 
2.17 
1.73 
3.23 14.33 22.50 0.934 
Assurance 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.98 
7.89 
7.88 
1.63 
2.07 
1.70 
2.38 10.08 23.61 0.841 
Empathy 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.95 
7.88 
7.74 
 
1.60 
1.78 
1.71 
 
2.87 11.39 25.19 0.928 
 
 
5.3.3   Element-wise Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boats 
      Tangibility 
 Data on Table 5.10 clearly shows insignificant variance (p>0.05) in house-boat services 
on tangibility with explained variance of 14.69 percent. These findings reveal satisfactory 
services provided by house-boats, under reference, to their respective guests. There is less 
variation in the quality of services (on tangibility dimension) provided by house-boats to their 
respective guests. The element-wise analysis of the aforementioned dimension brings to light 
that variance among house-boats is highest (36.09) on appropriate location. However, the 
variance among sample organization is lowest on quite appealing interior and exterior decoration 
(16.68 percent). The variance on the remaining elements of tangibility in house-boats varies from 
(33.37 percent) to (18.48 percent). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       Table 5.10:         Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boat on Tangibility 
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Brochures and pamphlets are 
visually presented. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.87 
7.86 
7.50 
1.43 
1.50 
1.73 
2.08  7.12 29.21 0.442 
Employee‟s neat appearance. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.85 
7.96 
7.79 
1.40 
1.47 
1.37 
0.73 3.95 18.48 0.785 
Interior and exterior 
decoration is quite appealing. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.96 
7.92 
7.82 
1.32 
1.20 
1.47 
1.20 7.19 16.68 0.954 
Appropriate location. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.00 
8.08 
8.12 
1.17 
1.27 
1.07 
3.96 10.97 36.09 0.037 
Neat and clean hotel. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.08 
8.12 
8.09 
1.14 
1.25 
1.06 
2.59 11.24 23.04 0.123 
High quality meals. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.07 
7.41 
8.00 
1.12 
2.17 
1.10 
4.11 12.17 33.77 0.037 
Tangibility 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.97 
7.89 
7.88 
1.51 
1.77 
 1.56 
1.58 10.75 14.69 0.688 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5%level 
 
 
 
Reliability 
 It is evident from the data on Table 5.11 that there is insignificant (p>0.05) variance on 
reliability in house-boat service among the sample organization with explained variance of 24.44 
percent. Element-wise analysis also reveals insignificant variance (p>0.05) on all elements of 
reliability in house-boat services among the sample organization. Data also brings to light 
highest explained variance among the sample organization on providing accurate information 
(47.12 percent) followed by reservation requests (42.90 percent) while as least explained 
variance is observed on promised services (14.44 percent) followed by check-in or check-out 
time (28.33 percent). 
       Table 5.11:        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boat on Reliability           
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Promised services. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.90 
7.82 
7.79 
1.38 
1.25 
1.30 
1.15 7.96 14.44 0.968 
Front-desk employee verifies     
the reservation requests. 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.84 
7.55 
7.29 
 
1.27 
1.79 
1.78 
 
3.51 8.18 42.90 0.044 
Providing accurate 
information. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.88 
7.53 
7.59 
1.20 
1.71 
1.28 
1.97 4.18 47.12 0.379 
Check in or check out time is 
not too long. 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
 
8.05 
8.18 
7.82 
 
1.12 
1.33 
1.06 
1.68 5.93 28.33 0.312 
Reliability 
 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.91 
7.77 
7.62 
1.65 
2.02 
1.80 
2.44 9.98 24.44 0.374 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5 % level 
Responsiveness 
 Insignificant variance (p>0.05) is observed on responsiveness dimension of house-boat 
services among the sample organization (Table5.12). The data clearly shows minor variations in 
the mean scores 7.94, 7.81 and 7.85 of various categories of house-boats - Deluxe, A and B 
category respectively. Element-wise analysis brings to light relatively highest explained variance 
on willing to help guests (46.42 percent) followed by service without any delay (40.56 percent). 
While as least explained variance is observed on giving individual attention (16.61 percent) 
followed by easy to use reservation (22.76 percent) in house-boat service among the sample 
organization. Further, all elements of responsiveness have insignificant variance (p>0.05) among 
the sample organization.  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      Table 5.12:      Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boat on Responsiveness                               
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 Reservation is easy to use. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.88 
7.65 
7.53 
1.39 
1.83 
1.74 
2.04 8.96 22.76 0.485 
Giving individual attention. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.76 
7.88 
7.79 
1.52 
2.04 
1.32 
1.16 6.98 16.61 0.980 
Willing to help guests. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.12 
8.16 
7.79 
1.25 
1.30 
1.20 
2.60 5.60 46.42 0.189 
Services without any delay. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.17 
7.76 
8.29 
1.14 
1.82 
0.97 
2.75 6.78 40.56 0.202 
Credible and courteous 
employees. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.78 
7.63 
7.88 
1.36 
1.70 
1.72 
1.78 6.78 26.25 0.810 
Responsiveness 
 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.94 
7.81 
7.85 
1.66 
2.17 
1.73 
3.23 14.33 22.50 0.934 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5 % level 
 
Assurance 
 The data on Table 5.13 brings to fore insignificant variation on assurance with explained 
variance of 23.61 percent among the sample organization. The mean scores of 7.98, 7.89 and 
7.88 of Deluxe, A and B category house-boats respectively clearly show minimal variation in the 
quality of services provided by different house-boats to their respective guests. Element-wise 
analysis reveals relatively highest explained variance on imparting confidence to guests (42.95 
percent) followed by safe and secure house-boat (37.69 percent). Least explained variance was, 
however, observed on friendly staff (16.12 percent) followed by having time and knowledge to 
answer guests questions (24.61 percent). The house-boats in the sample organization have shown 
insignificant variance (p>0.05) on all elements of assurance. 
         Table 5.13:        Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boat on Assurance          
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 Safe and secure house-boat. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.02 
8.02 
8.21 
1.13 
1.42 
1.01 
3.08 8.17 37.69 0.036 
Imparts confidence to the 
guests. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.96 
7.57 
7.76 
1.24 
1.68 
1.35 
3.08 7.17 42.95 0.184 
Friendly staff. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.11 
8.14 
7.94 
1.22 
1.59 
1.37 
1.23 7.63 16.12 0.595 
Having time and knowledge 
to answer guests questions. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.83 
7.84 
7.62 
1.31 
1.52 
1.39 
3.54 14.38 24.61 0.145 
 
Assurance 
 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.98 
7.89 
7.88 
1.63 
2.07 
1.70 
2.38 10.08 23.61 0.841 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level 
 
 
 
Empathy 
 There is insignificant variation (p>0.05) on empathy among the house-boats in sample 
organization. Mean score on empathy of Deluxe category house-boats reveals relatively higher 
(7.95) level of guest satisfaction in comparison to A and B category house-boats. Element-wise 
analysis of the said dimension reveals insignificant variance on all elements among the sample 
organization.  The data also brings to light highest (relatively) explained variance (69.33percent) 
on calling by name followed by guests‟ best interests at heart (37.33 percent). Least variance, 
however, is observed on convenient operating hours (12.64 percent) followed by understanding 
requirements (17.93 percent). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
               Table 5.14:   Consumer Satisfaction Variance in House-Boat on Empathy           
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Calling by name. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.77 
7.43 
7.24 
1.49 
2.14 
2.08 
9.97 14.38 69.33 0.001 
Understanding requirements. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.96 
7.84 
7.82 
1.32 
1.30 
1.45 
1.48 8.25 17.93 0.859 
Good communication 
capability. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.83 
7.69 
7.85 
1.53 
1.34 
1.23 
1.36 6.17 22.04 0.912 
Polite staff and providing 
services with smile. 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.20 
8.29 
7.97 
1.16 
1.57 
1.38 
1.29 5.68 22.71 0.561 
Convenient operating hours 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.97 
8.14 
8.15 
1.41 
1.17 
1.18 
1.19 9.14 12.64 0.058 
 Guests‟ best interest at heart 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
8.00 
7.90 
7.97 
1.09 
1.40 
1.24 
1.68 4.50 37.33 0.290 
              Empathy 
 
 
Deluxe 
A 
B 
 
7.95 
7.88 
7.74 
 
1.60 
1.78 
1.71 
 
2.87 11.39 25.19 0.928 
Note: p > 0.05 at 5% level 
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6.1 Introduction 
 Customer satisfaction is the core element of the marketing concept, for which all the 
companies, irrespective of their nature of business, strive for their existence and survival. 
Customer satisfaction ratings are the indicators to gauge the functional and aesthetic performance 
of products and services of any organization. The customer service is gaining importance in the 
face of growing competition, technological advancement, expanding world market, changing 
international environment and increasing customer sophistication; as customers at present, are 
more aware, better educated, more unwilling to be treated generically. Nowadays, customers are 
like “investigative news reporters” just plunging for more and more information to help 
themselves and choose the most advantageous and efficient organization that can render them 
highest level of service. Moreover, due to changing scenario, tomorrow‟s customer could be 
highly demanding and may not even tolerate any deficiency in customer satisfaction. Customer 
satisfaction which begins with the identification of the customers need and market passes 
through the stages of creating, building and delivering the products/services and also provide 
service even after sale to serve the customer, contributes to the customer acquisition, retention, 
increasing market share and improving the profitability of the business unit. Customer 
satisfaction enables business unit managers to articulate the customer and market-based strategy 
that will deliver superior future financial returns. Now it has been established that measuring the 
satisfaction of customers and managing it by creating and delivering good quality 
services/products that are valuable by customers has a high degree of positive correlation in 
business organizations (Kaplan, et. al., 1996). In this situation, the time has come for all the 
service providing industries to look inward and match the quality and nature of their services 
with the expectations of the customers if they want long term customers‟ loyalty and superior 
financial performance in future. Realizing the importance of customer satisfaction various 
researchers have tried to study this aspect of hospitality industry for the last several years. Recent 
studies have demonstrated that knowing and satisfying the customers with competitively superior 
service is the key to increase in profits, expansion in business, long term growth, customer 
loyalty and the value addition in the market capitalization.  
Also consumer satisfaction is the biggest pillar on which a hospitality industry stands. 
The focus of all the activities/operations in hotels and house-boats should revolve around the 
customer centricity. Thus the marketing strategy of hospitality industry should start with 
identification of consumers‟ needs and providing quality services to suit their needs. Consumers 
have been always careful when choosing hospitality services that they expect to receive quality 
services and will not cost too much money. Ensuring the quality of hospitality services is 
beneficial not only for guests staying in those hotels/house-boats but also for hospitality service 
providers as well. Consumers who perceive they are content with service experiences are likely 
to exhibit favorable behavioral intentions and loyalty that are beneficial to the long term success 
of the hospitality service providers. However, if they perceive quality as unsatisfactory, they may 
be quick to take their business elsewhere. In India many studies have highlighted the need for 
better quality of hospitality services, and offered guidelines for improvement in hospitality 
services (Prakash, 1989; Buch, 1993; Ramesh, 1993). These studies have also alarmed 
hospitality industry, that if the present trend of consumers dissatisfaction continue unabated, they 
will lose their valuable guests to their competitors. Therefore, consumer satisfaction through 
increasing service quality, today, play an important role in all service organizations, particularly 
in hospitality sector, because excellent service quality is not an optional competitive strategy 
which may or may not be adopted to differentiate service provider from the other, but it becomes 
essential to corporate profitability and survival. 
In view of the growing importance of customer satisfaction in hotel/house-boat services, 
the present investigation, in to an unexplored area, was undertaken to measure consumer 
satisfaction and loyalty in hotel industry of Kashmir valley and probe objectivity in to the factors 
that help or obstruct in achieving quality services in hotel industry with a view to offer policy 
recommendations, on the basis of the findings of the study, for increasing consumers satisfaction 
and loyalty in hotels/house-boats. The major focus of the study was to make a dimension specific 
assessment of the consumer satisfaction and loyalty and identify factors for consumers‟ 
satisfaction/dissatisfaction. Hotels and house-boats of Srinagar city of Kashmir valley were 
selected for the present study as they play very significant role in catering to the hospitality 
services of Kashmir valley. The research approach employed consisted of both primary and 
secondary data. Secondary data was obtained from books, journals, magazines, published reports 
and the official records of the JKTDC. Journals, like journal of marketing, journal of retailing, 
journal of service research etc. and books, like delivering service quality, managing service 
quality, services marketing etc. were of great help for the present study. The study relied much 
on primary data which was collected with the help of self developed questionnaire that was 
especially designed to achieve the study goals as outlined. Two widely known models, 
SERVQUAL (Parasuraman, et.al., 1988) and SERVPERF (Cronin and Taylor, 1992) are used by 
researchers to measure customer satisfaction. However, Cronin and Taylor (1992) objected on 
measurement of quality services in terms of expectations and perceptions. They provide 
empirical evidence across four industries to corroborate the superiority of their „performance 
only‟ instead over disconfirmation-based SERVQUAL scale. Several other researchers were in 
line with Cronin and Taylor (1992) about the use of performance based scale (Greathous et al., 
1996; Lee, et.al, 2000). As such performance based scale was chosen an ideal scale for the 
present study. Some modifications were made to SERVPERF in order to suit the context of 
hotels. The questionnaire was divided into three parts. The first part was designed to measure the 
guest perceptions regarding their satisfaction in hotels and house-boats followed by loyalty 
(second part). The third part contained questions related to social demographic variables of the 
respondents. Responses were obtained on a 10-point Likert-type scale where 1 was highly 
dissatisfied and 10 was highly satisfied. The study was conducted in the hotels and house-boats 
of district Srinagar for four months during the summer of 2012. A stratified random sampling 
approach was employed in which one hundred fifty-nine (159) respondents from one hundred 
seven (107) hotels and one hundred ninety four (194) respondents from one hundred fifty four 
(154) house-boats which represented three categories namely A, B and C in hotels and Deluxe, A 
and B in house-boats. Guests completed the questionnaires in presence of the researcher. The 
statistical package for the social sciences (SPSS-19) was used to analyze the data (see page no.). 
To explore the dimensionality of forty two (42) item scale, factor analysis was performed which 
extracted five dimensions for consumer satisfaction as tangibility, reliability, responsiveness, 
assurance, and empathy and accounted for 68.619 percent of variance. The first factor contained 
most of the variance (22.226%) and thus tangibility is an important determinant of perceived 
customer satisfaction. Factor analysis was also performed on loyalty construct, followed by 
reliability test. The reliability of consumer satisfaction construct showed 0.941 which is above 
the suggested cut off of 0.70 (Tabachnick and Fidel, 2002). The test was performed on each 
dimension which showed an α score of 0.866 on tangibility, 0.870 on reliability, 0.906 
responsiveness, 0.887 on assurance and 0.883 on empathy. This finding was in light of the study 
of Rousan and Badaruddin (2010) which also finds that the most important factor in predicting 
customer satisfaction is tangibility. The reliability (α score) of loyalty construct is 0.957 which is 
above the suggested cut off value 0.70 (Tabachnick and Fidel, 2002). 
Based on the objectives of the study, the entire subject matter has been divided into six 
broad chapters as: 1- introduction, 2- Review of Literature, 3- Methodology, 4- Consumer 
satisfaction in hotels and house-boats, 5- Variation in satisfaction levels of hotels and house-
boats, 6- conclusions and suggestions. An attempt has been made in the present chapter to 
recapitulate the major findings of the study with a view to draw conclusions and analyze 
critically the implications of those findings. Suggestions for better hotel/house-boat services also 
feature in this chapter. 
 
6.2     Conclusions  
 The analysis of consumer satisfaction and loyalty in hotel industry clearly reveals that 
consumer satisfaction in hotels (7.92) is comparatively much better than house-boats (7.73). 
Particularly, consumer satisfaction in “A” category hotels is relatively better (8.05) than other 
hotels and house-boats. The comparative consumer satisfaction scores of hotels and house-boats 
reveal that “A” category hotels (with mean score of 8.05) followed by “Deluxe” category house-
boats figures high (7.98) on consumer satisfaction scores while as “C” category hotels (7.85) 
followed by “B” category house-boats (7.83) figures low on consumer satisfaction scores. 
Relatively hotels A, B and C category are reported low on tangibility dimension (7.61) followed 
by reliability (7.91) while as satisfaction scores are high on assurance (7.98) followed by 
responsiveness (7.95). In house-boats consumer satisfaction scores are relatively low on 
reliability (7.77) on all the three categories i.e., Deluxe, A and B followed by empathy (7.86) 
while as consumer satisfaction scores are high on assurance (7.92) followed by tangibility (7.91). 
Further, there is insignificant difference (p>0.05) in consumer satisfaction scores among 
different categories of hotels and house-boats on all dimensions with explained variance of 24.58 
percent and 23.55 percent respectively. The highest variance in hotels was observed on assurance 
(34.87 percent) and the lowest variance was observed on tangibility (20.88 percent). In house-
boats the highest variance was observed on empathy (25.19 percent) and lowest on tangibility 
(14.69). 
 The study also brings to light that, there is a significant and positive relationship 
(p<0.05) between consumer satisfaction and consumer loyalty in both hotels and house-boats and 
the positive significant coefficient suggests, higher consumer satisfaction and higher consumer 
loyalty to both hotels (β =.993, p<0.01, t= 73.49) and house-boats (β =.995, p<0.01, t= 135.16). 
The consumer satisfaction scores across demographic variables (age) reveals that 
consumer satisfaction scores in hotels are comparatively low at lower age groups. In the age 
group of 20-30 years satisfaction score is 8.52, in 31-40 years satisfaction score is 8.28 where as 
there is minor variation at higher age groups i.e., 41-50 years 8.72, above 50 years 9.00. House-
boats also reveal same story. Respondents in the age group of 20-30 years reported relatively 
higher level of satisfaction (7.22) followed by the age group of 31-40 years with satisfaction 
score of 6.74.  
The consumer satisfaction scores of hotels and house-boats, under study, as reported by 
respondents with varying stay days reveals that there is a little variation in consumer satisfaction 
scores in this group. However, satisfaction scores in hotels are relatively high (8.46, 8.32, 8.92, 
9.34) respectively for guest staying 1-6 days, 7-12 days, 13-18 days and more than 18 days 
respectively. Compared to hotels, satisfaction scores are low in house-boats (6.74, 6.82, 7.28 and 
7.64) for guest staying 1-6 days, 7-12 days, 13-18 days and more than 18 days respectively with 
little variation in their satisfaction levels. 
 As far as education group is concerned, all hotels have better consumer satisfaction 
scores. Respondents in the education group of graduation have reported relatively higher level of 
satisfaction (8.88) followed by post graduates (8.32). In house-boats, respondents, however, have 
reported relatively lower level of satisfaction. Respondents in the education group of secondary 
level reported low (relatively) satisfaction score (6.48) followed by post graduates (6.80) while 
as graduates have a satisfaction score of 7.44. 
 Male respondents, of both hotels and house-boats, have reported relatively higher level of 
satisfaction (8.64 and 8.70 respectively) compared to their female counterparts (7.08 and 7.12 
respectively) 
 In hotels, foreign guests have reported relatively higher satisfaction scores (9.13) 
compared to domestic guests (8.65) whereas the satisfaction score in house-boats for both 
domestic and foreign guests is same (7.42). 
 As for as purpose of visit is concerned, respondents of both hotels and house-boats 
(belonging to visiting friends and relatives and business purpose groups) have reported relatively 
low satisfaction scores (6.58, 6.38 and 6.98, 6.72 respectively). The satisfaction score for both 
hotels and house-boats has been reported relatively high (8.28 and 6.80 respectively) by 
leisure/holiday guests.  
 The consumer satisfaction scores of hotels and house-boats, under study, as reported by 
the number of visits to valley reveals that the 4
th
 time visitors of hotels (8.92), have high 
satisfaction scores followed by 2
nd
 time visitors (8.40) while as, satisfaction scores of house-
boats by 3
rd
 time visitors (6.70) are low followed by 1
st
 time visitors (7.16).  
 The analysis on consumer satisfaction perceptions between hotels (7.92) and house-boats 
(7.73) reveals that there is an insignificant difference (p>0.05) on the satisfaction scores of hotels 
and house-boats. But hotels exceeds the perceptions of its guests on all dimensions of consumer 
satisfaction while as house-boats have less scores on all dimensions as compared to hotels. The 
research findings lead us to the conclusion that, all the categories of hotels and deluxe category 
house-boats have correct assessment of the quality of hospitality services that they are delivering 
to their guests. C category house-boats are lagging behind and have incorrect assessment about 
the quality of hospitality services it is delivering to its guests.  
The analysis of consumer satisfaction scores between hotels and house-boats leads to 
conclude that consumer satisfaction scores in hotels is relatively better (7.92)  in comparison to 
house-boats (7.73). There are many reasons for such high satisfaction scores in hotels such as 
availability of educated and well trained staff, good quality services and services without any 
delay. Hotels adopt consumer oriented strategies to meet the needs of their consumers/guests. 
Also hotels frequently use guest comment cards for the feedback from guests so as to improve 
upon the services where they lag behind. This practice is almost absent among house-boats. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.3    Suggestions 
A number of suggestions have been put forth in connection with relationship between 
consumer satisfaction and loyalty in the relevant chapters. Many of them are fundamental in 
nature and important and are summarized below along with some other principal 
recommendations having broad policy implications. 
1.    The over-all guest satisfaction score of house-boats is comparatively low as compared 
to hotels particularly on reliability and empathy dimensions which suggests an 
improvement on providing services as promised, meeting reservation requests, providing 
accurate information‟s, calling guests by name, understanding guests requirements, 
communication capability, polite staff, convenient operating hours and having guests‟ 
best interest at heart.  
 
2. Relatively hotels have been reported poor on tangibility in all three categories which 
suggests investments/improvements on presenting brochures and pamphlets, neat 
appearance of employees, interior and exterior decorations, appropriate location, having 
neat and clean hotel and providing high quality meals to enhance overall guest 
satisfaction. 
 
3.  The hotels and house-boats should take steps to enhance the human resource element by 
training them to serve the guests/customers effectively and there by enhance the 
consumers‟ quality perceptions 
 
4. The satisfaction scores are low in the age groups of 20-30, years in both hotels and 
house-boats, therefore, they should improve upon the services provided to this age groups 
to enhance over-all guest satisfaction.  
 
5. “C” category of Hotels and “B” category of House-Boats are reported relatively low on 
consumer satisfaction index in comparison to other category of hotels/house-boats 
Therefore, these categories of hotels and house-boats should increase their quality of 
services by focusing on all the dimensions of customer satisfaction, so as to increase the 
levels of satisfaction among guests and gain loyalty. 
 
6. The satisfaction scores among guests who come for the purposes of visiting friends and 
relatives are low as compared to those who come for leisure/holidays purposes. The 
hotels and house-boats staff must pay attention to those guests also by providing the 
quality services so as to gain image and loyalty. 
 
 
7. The consumer satisfaction scores, of 1st time visitors are low as compared to 2nd and 3rd 
time visitors in both hotels and house-boats. The hotel and house-boat service providers 
must pay extra attention towards 1
st
 time visitors so as to enhance customer satisfaction, 
positive word of mouth and long term customer loyalty. 
 
8. There is an urgent need for the hotel services to reaffirm themselves in view of the 
cutthroat competition, which has already started. The hotels shall have to reorient 
themselves in terms of the customer satisfaction parameters to instill the concept of 
quality service in the mind of the customer and thereby the growth in financial terms.  
 
 
 
Other Suggestions 
 
1 Guest- oriented, complaint handling, grievance handling trainings should be imparted to 
newly recruited as well as existing hotel/house-boat staff in order to reorient them with 
changing quarries and grievances of the consumers. Moreover, complaint handling and 
grievance handling departments in hospitality industry should be opened in order to 
encourage guests to register their complaints and grievances as these are the best sources 
of consumer-initiated market information for creating, maintaining and monitoring the 
needed strategic action.  
  
2 Service delayed is service denied. The accommodation service providers must not forget 
this fact and must provide the services when asked for, so as to increase the image in the 
eyes of customers and gain loyalty. 
 
3  The mechanistic attitude of the hotels and house-boats employees is the major factor 
responsible for the average hospitality service. Frequent training programmes related to 
caring attitude and friendliness towards guests and among hotel/house-boat employees 
need to be conducted to enhance over-all guest satisfaction.  
4 Regular surveys and inspections must be held to verify the quality of hospitality services 
being delivered to guests top management should form a committee/team of experts to 
keep a regular watch on the performance of other officials who are directly/indirectly 
responsible for delivering such services. 
 
5 Hospitality industry must pay attention to potential failure points and service recovery 
procedures which becomes integral to employees training. In other words, it amounts to 
empowering employees to exercise responsibility, judgment and creativity in responding 
to guests‟ problems. 
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ANNEXURE 
 
 
 
Department of Business and Financial Studies 
University of Kashmir, Srinagar 
 
Dear __________________ 
 
 
 This questionnaire is intended to elicit some valuable information about the consumer 
satisfaction and loyalty in hotels for a survey leading to the award of M.Phil, degree at faculty of 
Commerce and Management Studies, University of Kashmir, Srinagar (J&K). It is purely an 
academic research requiring a free and frank response from you. 
 Based on your experience as a guest of this hotel, your views and responses will be of 
immense value to the study, kindly spare few minutes to complete the accompanying 
questionnaire. 
 Please note that complete confidentiality will be maintained. 
 Thanking you.  
 
 
Yours Sincerely 
Anjum Ara 
Researcher 
 
__________________________________ 
__________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
Instructions:  For each of the following statements, please indicate your level of satisfaction of 
hotel/house boat services that truly reflects your feelings based on your experience as a customer of this 
hotel/house boat by marking tick (√) on one of the numbers in satisfaction column. Once again, tick 
marking (√) 1 means that you are highly dissatisfied and tick marking (√) 10 means you are highly 
satisfied with the hotel/house boat services.  You may tick mark (√) any of the numbers in the middle that 
show how strong your feelings are.  There is no right or wrong answer - all I am interested in is a number 
that best shows your level of satisfaction of hotel/house boat services. 
S.No. Elements of Hotel Services 
Level of Satisfaction 
        Highly Dissatisfied                            Highly Satisfied 
1 
The brochures and pamphlets in this 
hotel/house boat are visually presented. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
2 
The employees in this hotel/house boat 
have neat appearance. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
3 
The interior and exterior decoration in this 
hotel/house boat is quite appealing. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
4 
This hotel/house boat is at appropriate 
location. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
5 This hotel/house boat is neat and clean. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
6 This hotel/house boat provides high quality meals.        1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
7 
The employees in this hotel/house boat 
perform the service as promised. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
8 
The front-desk employee in this 
hotel/house boat accurately verifies the 
reservation requests. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
9 
The hotel/house boat provides accurate 
information like hotel facilities, 
recreational facilities and tourist‟s 
attraction places. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
10 
The time it takes to check in or check out 
in this hotel/house boat is not too long.      
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
11 
The reservation system in this hotel/house 
boat (e.g., telephone or internet 
reservation) is easy to use. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
12 
The employees in this hotel/house boat 
give you individual attention. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
13 
The staff in this hotel/house boat is always 
willing to help guests. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
14 
This hotel/house boat provides services 
without any delay. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
15 
The employees in this hotel/house boat are 
credible and courteous.           
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
16 This hotel/house boat is safe and secure. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
17 
The staff in this hotel/house boat imparts 
confidence to the guests. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
18 
The staff in this hotel/house boat is 
friendly. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
19 
The staff in this hotel/house boat has time 
and knowledge to answer guests‟ 
questions.                 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
20 
The employees in this hotel/house boat call 
you by name. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
21 
The employees in this hotel/house boat 
understand your requirements. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
22 
The employees in this hotel/house boat 
have good communication capability. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
23 
The staff in this hotel/house boat is polite 
and provides services with smile. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
24 
Operating hours in this hotel/house boat 
are convenient. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
25 
This hotel/house boat has guests‟ best 
interest at heart.      
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
             For each of the following statements, please indicate your level of agreement that reflects your feeling 
based on your experience as a guest of this hotel/house boat, tick marking (√) 1 means that you are 
strongly disagreed with the statement and tick marking (√) 10 means you are strongly agreed with the 
statement. You may tick mark (√) any of the numbers in the middle that shows how strong you feelings 
are.  There is no right or wrong answers - all I am interested in is a number that best show your level of 
agreement. 
 
S. No. Satisfaction and Loyalty 
Level of Agreement 
Strongly Disagree                           Strongly Agree 
27 
Overall I am satisfied with the services of this 
hotel/house boat. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
28 
 My visit to this hotel/house boat exceeds my 
expectations. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
29 
 I will speak highly of this hotel/house boat to 
my friends and relatives. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
30 
 In this hotel/house boat I am satisfied with the 
staff manners. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
31 
 I consider performance of this hotel/house 
boat strong. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
32  In this hotel/house boat, I feel at home. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
33 
 If I have to select again a hotel/house boat in 
Kashmir, I would choose this hotel only. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
 
 
 
           PERSONAL DATA 
           Instructions: Please tick mark (√) the space relevant to you. 
S.No Demographic information 
1 Age in years 20-30 31-40 41-50 Above 51 
2 Gender Male Female 
3 Education Up to secondary level            Graduation Post graduation 
4 Length of 
stay 
1-6 days 7-12 days 13-18 days More than 19 
days 
5 Nationality Indian (state…………) Foreigner (country……) 
6 Purpose of 
visit 
Business pilgrimage Leisure/ 
holiday 
Visiting 
friends/relatives 
sport 
7       Stay Hotel A B C D E 
8       Stay House Boat Deluxe category A B C D 
9 Your visit to valley 1
st
 2nd 3rd 4th 
 
1 
 
                                                 Table 4.11   Comparative Consumer Satisfaction Scores of Different Age Groups 
Age Stay 
Dimension  
Total 
Over-all 
Rank 
Tangibility Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy 
2
0
-3
0
 y
ea
rs
 
Hotels 
7.28 
(5) 
8.90 
(1) 
8.76 
(4) 
8.86 
(2) 
8.84 
(3) 
8.52 1 
House Boats 
7.20 
(4) 
7.28 
(1) 
7.16 
(5) 
7.26 
(2) 
7.24 
(3) 
7.22 2 
3
1
-4
0
 y
ea
rs
 
Hotels 
7.28 
(5) 
8.36 
(4) 
8.50 
(2) 
8.56 
(1) 
8.44 
(3) 
8.28 1 
House Boats 
5.98 
(5) 
6.86 
(4) 
6.96 
(2) 
7.00 
(1) 
6.90 
(3) 
6.74 2 
4
1
-5
0
 y
ea
rs
 
Hotels 
8.76 
(2) 
8.62 
(5) 
8.74 
(3) 
8.72 
(4) 
8.78 
(1) 
8.72 1 
House Boats 
7.18 
(1) 
7.10 
(5) 
7.16 
(2) 
7.14 
(3) 
7.12 
(4) 
7.14 2 
A
b
o
v
e 
5
0
 y
ea
rs
 
Hotels 
9.12 
(2) 
8.80 
(5) 
9.00 
(3) 
9.14 
(1) 
8.98 
(4) 
9.00 1 
House Boats 
7.46 
(2) 
7.22 
(5) 
7.38 
(3) 
7.48 
(1) 
7.36 
(4) 
7.38 2 
 
 
2 
 
Table 4.12        Comparative Consumer Satisfaction Scores of Gender Groups 
  Gender Stay 
Dimension  
Total Rank 
Tangibility Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy 
M
a
le
 
Hotels 
8.70 
(2) 
8.56 
(5) 
8.66 
(3) 
8.72 
(1) 
8.64 
(4) 
8.64 1 
House Boats 
7.06 
(4) 
7.00 
(5) 
7.08 
(3) 
7.16 
(1) 
7.10 
(2) 
7.08 2 
F
em
a
le
 
Hotels 
8.72 
(2) 
8.70 
(3) 
8.68 
(4) 
8.74 
(1) 
8.66 
(5) 
8.70 1 
House Boats 
7.14 
(2) 
7.10 
(4) 
7.08 
(5) 
7.16 
(1) 
7.12 
(3) 
7.12 2 
 
3 
 
                                    Table 4.13      Comparative Consumer Satisfaction Scores of Different Education Groups 
Level of 
Education 
Stay 
Dimension  
Total Rank 
Tangibility Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy 
U
p
 t
o
 
S
ec
o
n
d
a
ry
 
L
ev
el
 
Hotels 
6.98 
(5) 
8.12 
(4) 
8.14 
(3) 
8.30 
(2) 
8.34 
(1) 
7.98 1 
House Boats 
5.36 
(5) 
6.68 
(3) 
6.66 
(4) 
6.92 
(1) 
6.82 
(2) 
6.48 2 
G
ra
d
u
a
ti
o
n
 
Hotels 
8.84 
(2) 
8.74 
(5) 
8.80 
(3) 
8.76 
(4) 
9.28 
(1) 
8.88 1 
House Boats 
7.24 
(2) 
7.16 
(5) 
7.22 
(3) 
7.18 
(4) 
8.42 
(1) 
7.44 2 
P
o
st
 
G
ra
d
u
a
ti
o
n
 
Hotels 
8.62 
(3) 
8.52 
(4) 
8.64 
(2) 
8.66 
(1) 
7.22 
(5) 
8.32 1 
House Boats 
7.04 
(3) 
6.98 
(4) 
7.06 
(2) 
7.08 
(1) 
5.90 
(5) 
6.80 2 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
Table 4.14            Consumer Satisfaction Scores and Length of Stay 
Length of 
Stay 
Stay 
Dimension  
Total Rank 
Tangibility Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy 
1
-6
 d
a
y
s Hotels 
8.68 
(3) 
8.56 
(4) 
9.08 
(1) 
8.70 
(2) 
7.30 
(5) 
      8.46 1 
House Boats 
7.12 
(2) 
7.00 
(3) 
6.54 
(4) 
7.14 
(1) 
5.98 
(5) 
6.74 2 
7
-1
2
 d
a
y
s Hotels 
8.64 
(3) 
8.56 
(4) 
7.10 
(5) 
8.66 
(2) 
8.68 
(1) 
8.32 1 
House Boats 
7.08 
(3) 
7.00 
(4) 
5.80 
(5) 
7.10 
(2) 
7.12 
(1) 
6.82 2 
1
3
-1
8
 d
a
y
s Hotels 
8.98 
(1) 
8.92 
(3) 
8.96 
(2) 
8.90 
(4) 
8.88 
(5) 
       8.92 1 
House Boats 
7.34 
(1) 
7.30 
(2) 
7.24 
(5) 
7.28 
(3) 
        7.26 
(4) 
7.28 2 
M
o
re
 t
h
a
n
 1
9
 
d
a
y
s 
Hotels 
       9.26 
(5) 
9.32 
(4) 
9.44 
(1) 
9.34 
(3) 
9.36 
(2) 
9.34 1 
House Boats 
7.58 
(5) 
7.62 
(4) 
7.74 
(1) 
7.64 
(3) 
7.68 
(2) 
7.64 2 
5 
 
 
Table 4.15           Comparative Consumer Satisfaction Scores and Nationality 
Nationality Stay 
Dimension  
Total Rank 
Tangibility Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy 
In
d
ia
n
 
Hotels 
8.66 
(3) 
8.54 
(5) 
8.78 
(1) 
8.68 
(2) 
8.62 
(4) 
8.65 1 
House Boats 
7.08 
(3) 
6.98 
(5) 
8.84 
(1) 
7.12 
(2) 
        7.06 
(4) 
7.42 2 
F
o
re
ig
n
er
 Hotels 
9.12 
(4) 
9.18 
(1) 
 
9.08 
(5) 
 
9.16 
(2) 
9.14 
(3) 
9.13 1 
House Boats 
7.14 
(5) 
7.50 
(2) 
7.44 
(4) 
7.52 
(1) 
7.48 
(3) 
      7.42 2 
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                                        Table 4.16              Consumer Satisfaction Scores and Purposes of Visit 
Purpose of 
Visit 
Stay 
Dimension  
Total Rank 
Tangibility Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy 
B
u
si
n
es
s 
 
Hotels 
8.72 
(1) 
6.68 
(2) 
6.46 
(4) 
4.42 
(5) 
        8.62 
(3) 
6.98 1 
House Boats 
7.14 
(1) 
7.06 
(2) 
7.00 
(3) 
6.22 
(4) 
6.18 
(5) 
6.72 2 
P
il
g
ri
m
a
g
e 
 
Hotels 
8.24 
(1) 
8.12 
(3) 
8.14 
(2) 
8.10 
(4) 
6.18 
(5) 
7.76 1 
House Boats 
6.74 
(1) 
6.64 
(2) 
6.26 
(3) 
5.98 
(4) 
4.38 
(5) 
6.00 2 
L
ei
su
re
/ 
H
o
li
d
a
y
s Hotels 
8.72 
(2) 
8.60 
(5) 
6.68 
(3) 
8.74 
(1) 
8.66 
(4) 
8.28 1 
House Boats 
7.16 
(1) 
7.06 
(3) 
7.12 
(2) 
6.44 
(4) 
6.24 
(5) 
      6.80 2 
V
is
it
in
g
 
F
ri
en
d
s/
 
R
el
a
ti
v
es
 Hotels 
5.54 
(5) 
6.96 
(2) 
7.02 
(1) 
6.84 
(3) 
6.60 
(4) 
6.58 1 
House Boats 
6.76 
(1) 
6.24 
(4) 
6.56 
(2) 
6.34 
(3) 
6.04 
(5) 
6.38 2 
S
p
o
rt
s Hotels 
6.62 
(4) 
7.08 
(1) 
          7.00 
(3) 
7.06 
(2) 
6.60 
(5) 
      6.88 1 
House Boats 
5.20 
(5) 
5.42 
(3) 
5.38 
(4) 
7.44 
(1) 
7.04 
(2) 
6.10 2 
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                 Table 4.17       Comparative Customer Satisfaction Scores of Different Categories of Hotels/House-Boats 
Categories of 
Hotels/House 
Boats 
Stay 
Dimension  
Total Rank 
Tangibility Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy 
A
 c
a
te
g
o
ry
/ 
  
  
 D
el
u
x
e 
  
  
 
  
  
C
a
te
g
o
ry
 Hotels 
8.92 
(1) 
8.62 
(5) 
8.80 
(3) 
8.84 
(2) 
6.80 
(4) 
9.82 1 
House 
Boats 
7.22 
(2) 
7.18 
(4) 
7.20 
(3) 
7.26 
(1) 
7.16 
(5) 
7.20 2 
B
 c
a
te
g
o
ry
/ 
A
 c
a
te
g
o
ry
 
Hotels 
8.70 
(1) 
8.50 
(5) 
8.58 
(4) 
8.68 
(2) 
8.66 
(3) 
8.62 1 
House 
Boats 
7.12 
(1) 
6.98 
(5) 
7.02 
(4) 
7.10 
(2) 
7.08 
(3) 
7.06 2 
C
 c
a
te
g
o
ry
/ 
 
  
 B
 c
a
te
g
o
ry
 Hotels 
8.60 
(3) 
8.46 
(5) 
8.62 
(2) 
6.70 
(1) 
8.58 
(4) 
8.18 1 
House 
Boats 
7.06 
(2) 
6.94 
(4) 
7.08 
(1) 
5.50 
(5) 
7.02 
(3) 
6.72 2 
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Table 4.18           Consumer Satisfaction Scores and Number of Visits to Valley 
Number of 
Visits to 
Valley 
Stay 
Dimension  
Total Rank 
Tangibility Reliability Responsiveness Assurance Empathy 
1
st
  
 
Hotels 
8.74 
(2) 
8.66 
(4) 
8.72 
(3) 
8.82 
(1) 
7.64 
(5) 
8.52 1 
House Boats 
7.18 
(2) 
7.08 
(5) 
7.14 
(3) 
7.24 
(1) 
7.12 
(4) 
7.16 2 
2
n
d
 
  
Hotels 
8.76 
(2) 
8.62 
(3) 
6.64 
(5) 
8.58 
(4) 
9.40 
(1) 
8.40 1 
House Boats 
7.18 
(3) 
7.08 
(4) 
9.02 
(1) 
7.02 
(5) 
8.54 
(2) 
      7.68 2 
3
r
d
 
 
Hotels 
8.32 
(2) 
8.38 
(1) 
8.26 
(3) 
8.18 
(4) 
8.02 
(5) 
8.24 1 
House Boats 
6.82 
(1) 
6.66 
(4) 
6.78 
(2) 
6.70 
(3) 
6.56 
(5) 
6.70 2 
4
th
 
 
Hotels 
8.82 
(4) 
9.02 
(1) 
8.80 
(5) 
9.00 
(2) 
8.96 
(3) 
8.92 1 
House Boats 
7.24 
(4) 
7.40 
(1) 
7.22 
(5) 
7.38 
(2) 
 
7.34 
(3) 
 
7.32 2 
 
